Agenda

Pg. # ITEM

PLN-7

PLN-11

3902837

Planning Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Tuesday, July 16, 2013
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held
on Wednesday, July 3, 2013.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Wednesday, September 4, 2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson
Room

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

STEVESTON AREA PLAN AMENDMENT
(File Ref. No. 08-4200-00) (REDMS No. 3872453 v.5)

See Page PLN-11 for full report

Designated Speaker: Terry Crowe

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment
Bylaw 8981, to amend Schedule 2. 4 of the Steveston Area Plan to:

(a) replace the map on Page 52 titled ‘Steveston Village Character
Area Map’ with a new map;
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Pg. #

PLN-69

ITEM

(@)

©)

(b) replace the map on Page 99 titled ‘Steveston Village Land Use
Density and Building Height,” with a new table and map titled
‘Overview of Steveston Village Density, Building Height, and
On-Site Residential Parking Requirements, and renumber the
remaining pages accordingly;

be introduced and given first reading;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 , Amendment
Bylaw 8981, has been considered in conjunction with:

(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste
and Liquid Waste Management Plans;

and is therefore deemed to be consistent with said Program and
Plans, in accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government
Act; and

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment
Bylaw 8981, has been considered in accordance with the City’s OCP
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, and is therefore deemed
not to require further consultation.

RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM STREETSCAPE VISIONS FOR

BAYVIEW STREET AND CHATHAM STREET
(File Ref. No. 10-6360-01) (REDMS No. 3890388 v.5)

See Page PLN-69 for full report

Designated Speaker: Victor Wei

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the proposed long-term streetscape visions for Bayview Street and
Chatham Street based on community feedback obtained from the public
consultation held in April and May 2013, as described in the report, be
endorsed to guide future street frontage improvements along these roadways
as part of new developments and City capital projects.
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Pg. #

PLN-100

PLN-162

ITEM

PORT METRO VANCOUVER LAND USE PLAN UPDATE
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3900390)

See Page PLN-100 for full report

Designated Speaker: Terry Crowe

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and
Development, dated June 27, 2013, titled: Port Metro Vancouver Land Use
Plan Update, the City Of Richmond:

(1) Advise Port Metro Vancouver that, as the City continues to strongly
object to any Port use of agricultural lands, the Port state in its final
Land Use Plan that it will not use agricultural lands for Port
expansion or operations; and

(2) Advise the Minister of Transport Canada, the BC Minister of
Agriculture, the Chair of the BC Agricultural Land Commission, the
Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver municipalities be
advised of the above recommendation.

APPLICATION BY SANDHILL HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT
9080 NO. 3 ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASY) TO MEDIUM DENSITY

TOWNHOUSES (RTM2)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9030/9043; RZ 12-619503) (REDMS No. 3899821 v.3)

See Page PLN-162 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030,
to redesignate 9080 No. 3 Road from ""Community Institutional™ to
"Neighbourhood Residential’ in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1, be
introduced and given first reading;

(2)  That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030,
having been considered in conjunction with:

(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and
Liquid Waste Management Plans;
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Pg. #

PLN-209

PLN-247

ITEM

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

(3) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030,
having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further
consultation; and

(4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9043, for the
rezoning of 9080 No. 3 Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to ""Medium
Density Townhouses (RTM2)", be introduced and given first reading.

APPLICATION BY JOHNNY W.W. LEUNG ARCHITECT FOR
REZONING AT 6433 DYKE ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED
(ZS6) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON) TO HERITAGE TWO-

UNIT DWELLING (ZD4) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9028; RZ 13-631467) (REDMS No. 3849204)

See Page PLN-209 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9028, to create the
“Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)” and for
the rezoning of 6433 Dyke Road from “Single Detached (ZS6) - London
Landing (Steveston)” to “Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London
Landing (Steveston)”, be introduced and given first reading.

APPLICATION BY DAVA DEVELOPMENTS LTD. FOR REZONING
AT 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 AND 2991 NO. 3
ROAD FROM LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (IL) TO AUTO-ORIENTED

COMMERCIAL (CA)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9041/9042/8479; RZ 11-566630) (REDMS No. 3898754)

See Page PLN-247 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9041, to facilitate the construction of commercial uses on the
subject site, by:
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Pg. #

ITEM

(2)

©)

(4)

()

(@) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in
Attachment 1 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) to
redesignate the block bounded by River Road, No. 3 Road,
Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site,
from ""Park™ to "*Commercial’*; and

(b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use
designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific
Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031), and reference maps
throughout the Plan to redesignate the block bounded by River
Road, No. 3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane,
including the subject site, from ""Park™ to ""Urban Centre T5
(45 m)™; to introduce the extension of minor Douglas Street
from No.3 Road to River Road; and to amend the area
designated for park purposes within the Bridgeport Village
area; together with related minor map and text amendments;

be introduced and given first reading;
That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in conjunction with:
(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and
Liquid Waste Management Plans;

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in accordance with OCP
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to
require further consultation;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, which
makes minor amendments to the " CA™ zone specific to 2671, 2711,
2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 and 2991 No. 3 Road and
rezones that property from "'Light Industrial (IL)" to "*Auto-Oriented
Commercial (CA)", be introduced and given first reading; and

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment
Bylaw 8479, be abandoned.
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Pg. #

PLN-278

ITEM

APPLICATION BY ROCKY SETHI FOR REZONING AT 10591 NO. 1
ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1E) TO COACH HOUSES

(RCH1)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9045; RZ 13-634617) (REDMS No. 3903682)

See Page PL.N-278 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, for the
rezoning of 10591 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1E)” to “Coach
Houses (RCH1)”, be introduced and given first reading.

MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT
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Planning Committee
Wednesday, July 3, 2013

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 9039 TO PERMIT THE CITY
OF RICHMOND TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS
LOCATED AT 5640 HOLLYBRIDGE WAY (CRESSEY (GILBERT)

DEVELOPMENT HOLDINGS LTD.)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9039; RZ 12-602449) (REDMS No. 3872810)

In response to a query John Foster, Manager, Community Social
Development, and Mark McMullen, Senior Coordinalor-Major Projects,
advised that the potential additional rent of up to $187.00 per month 1n the
Housing Agreement was included in the staff report on the rezoning received
at the Janvary 22, 2013 Planning Committee weeting. The additional rent
was a special development circumstance and specific to this development.

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 9039 be introduced and given first, second, and third
readings to permit the City, once Bylaw No. 9039 has been adopted, to enter
into a Housing Agreement substantially in the form attached hereto, in
accordance wifl the requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government Act, (o
secure the Affordable Housing Units required by the Rezoning Application
12-602449.

CARRIED

WEST CAMBIE — ALEXANDRA NEIGHBOURHOOD BUSINESS /
OFFICE AREA REVIEW

{File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3897598)

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, provided a brief overview of the
West Cambie — Alexandra Neighbourhood Business/Office Area Review,
noting thal the Area Plan designation should be retained in order to (i) meet
the City's long term employment land and job needs, (i1) maintain the City’s
working relationship with YVR, (ii1) avoid setling a precedent, and (iv)
enhance the City’s ability to relocate existing Richmond businesses currently
being displaced from the Brighouse and Oval area of the City Centre,

In reply to queries Mr. Crowe advised that two major studies were undertaken
that assisted in projecting future land requirements (i) the 2041 Employment
Lands Strategy, and (i1) the 2041 OCP Population, Housing and Employment
Projections Study. The businesses being displaced from the Oval area could
be relocated within the City Centre or other areas (e.g. Duck Island, Casino,
Aberdeen, and West Cambic), and staff continue to work with TransLink to
improve services to these areas.
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Wednesday, July 3, 2013

Blaire Chisholm, Brook Pooni Associates Inc. and David Bell, Colliers
International, provided a brief overview of the Westmark Development Group
proposal highlighting the following:

" the proposal does not include stand alone residential, but high quality
mixed use residential with first floor commercial (retail/office) uses
along Garden City Road;

u there are approximately 100 live/work units proposed;

. the Developer’s intent was to be creative in their approach and desired

to reflect current employment and business trends;

= the business analysis includes a range of employment with an upper
limit of 1,000 jobs being created meeting the employment objectives of
the OCP Area Plan; and

. the development proposal is for a market viable work/live/play area
promoting a high quality retail village.

Discussion ensued and staff were requested to provide statistics with respect
to the skewed office space vacancy rate data due to outlaying business parks.

It was moved and seconded

That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and
Development, dated June 24, 2013, tifled:  West Cambie - Alexandra
Neighbourhood Business / Office Area Review, fhere be no change to the
West Cambie Area Plan.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued regarding the
Business/Office designation. After discussion the question on the motion was
then called and it was CARRIED, with Councillor McNulty opposed.

MANAGER’'S REPORT

(@)  Planning and Developinent Department Updates

Mr. Craig provided an update on the Lingyen Mountain Temple open house
for the potential rezoning. Staft have not received a formal report but
understand that approximately 200 people attended and 215-230 comment
forms were completed. No application has becn filed with the City.

Mr. Craig advised that ONNI will be conducting public consultation meetings
on July 11% and July 13" at the Bayview Street site with respect to their
rezoning application. Staff was directed to provide a memo to Council, prior
to the public consultation meetings, detailing the rezouing information
provided in the application,
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Planning Committee
Wednesday, July 3, 2013

(b)  Hamilton Area Plan Public Open House

Mr. Crowe provided an update on the results of the Hamilton Area Plan
public open house with approximately 175 residents attending. Generally
there were no negative comments with respect to the area plan; however,
concerns were raised with respect to safety along Westminster Highway and
the proposed park.

A Richmond resident, 23171 Westminster Highway, expressed concern that
residents had not recetved advance notice of the lands to be converted to park.
Staff was requested (o take the matter under advisement.

{c)  Port Meiro Vanconver

Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development, stated that a report
would be coming to the Committee on July 16, 2013 with regard to Port
Metro Vancouver’s land use planning process and the City’s request for a
commitment to protect agricultural lands from Port Metro related uses. The
issuc has yet to be addressed in the Port Meiro’s planning process.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:53 p.n.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Comumittee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Wednesday, July 3,
2013.

Councillor Bill McNulty Heather Howey

Chair

Commitiee Clerk
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a2 City of

Report to Committee

¥ Richmond Pfanning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: June 27, 2013
From: Joe Erceg, MCIP File:  08-4200-00/Vol 01

Gene;ral Manager, Planning and Development

Re: Steveston Area Plan Amendment

Staff Recommendation:

1) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8981, to amend
Schedule 2. 4 of the Steveston Area Plan to:

a) replace the map on Page 52 titled ‘Steveston Village Character Area Map’ with a
new map; A

b) replace the map on Page 99 titled ‘Steveston Village Land Use Density and Building
Height,” with a new table and map titled ‘Overview of Steveston Village Density,
Building Height, and On-Site Residential Parking Requirements; and renumber the
remaining pages accordingly;

be introduced and given first reading;

2) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 , Amendment Bylaw 8981, has been
considered in conjunction with:

a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste
Management Plans;

and is therefore deemed to be consistent with said Program and Plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; and

3) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8981, has been
considered in accordance with the City’s OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043,
and is therefore deemed not to require further consultation.

oe Erceg,
General Manage
(604-276-4083)

Planning and Development

Att: 6

1872453 PLN - 11
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June 27,2013 -3- 08-4200-00/Vol 01

Staff Report
Origin

This report résponds to the following two referrals:
1 — Steveston Village Conservation Strategy — Regular Council Meeting — February 25, 2013

That the proposed Review Concept to amend the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy as
outlined in the staff report dated January 22, 2013 from the General Manager, Planning and
Development be endorsed in principle for the purpose of carrying out public consultation; and

That staff report back on the outcome of the above public consultation regarding the proposed
Review Concept. .

2 — Steveston Waterfront Design — Planning Committee Meeting ~ June 19, 2012

That staff examine creating a heritage planning and design approach from the former Atagi
Boatworks up to and including London Farm and report back.

2011 —2014 Council Term Goals

This report addresses the following 2011 — 2014 Council Term Goals:
- 7. Managing Growth and Development
- 9. Arts and Culture
- 12. Waterfront Enhancement.

Part 1 of this report addresses the first referral regarding the Steveston Village Conservation
Strategy.

Part 2 of this report addresses the second referral regarding design and heritage planning
improvements for the area between the former Atagi Boatworks / Scotch Pond to London Farm —
the “Steveston Waterfront”.

This report will be presented at the July 16, 2013 Planning Committee meeting, followed by a
separate report from the Transportation Division on the Chatham Street and Bayview Streetscape
improvements.

Background

Part 1 — Steveston Village Public Conservation Strategy

General

At the February 25, 2013 Council meeting, staff presented a report outlining six (6) proposed
amendments to the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy (the Strategy) which will be
achieved through an amendment to the Steveston Area Plan (Attachment 1). Staff also
presented the proposal for public consultation. Council endorsed the proposed Review Concept
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June 27,2013 -4 - 08-4200-00/Vol 01

and directed staff to proceed with the public consultation process which would also include the
proposed streetscape options for Chatham Street and Bayview Avenue.

Public Consultation

Staff held two consultation meetings on the proposed Steveston Area Plan changes. These
meetings were held in conjunction with the Transportation Division’s proposed Chatham and
Bayview Streetscape designs.

Stakeholders Meeting

A stakeholders meeting was held on April 27, 2013 at the Steveston Community Centre, with
invited representatives of Jocal community stakeholder groups. Twenty-one people attended the
meeting, representing the following groups: the Britannia Shipyard Society; the Gulf of Georgia
Cannery Society; the London Heritage Farm Society; the Richmond Active Transportation
Committee; the Richmond Chamber of Commerce; the Richmond Parking Advisory Committee;
Steveston 20/20; the Steveston Community Society; the Steveston Historical Society; the
Steveston Harbour Authority; and the Steveston Merchant’s Association.

The meeting consisted of an Open House, Display Boards and a survey (Attachments 2 and 3),
informal discussions with staff, presentations by the Manager of Policy Planning and the
Manager of Transportation, and a Question and Answer period.

A total of four (4) survey forms were received at the Stakeholder meeting (Attachment 4).

There was general support among attendees for:

1. The proposed height and density reductions for Moncton Street;

2. Attendees did not support any language permitting additional height and density on Moncton
Street for exceptional circumstances or building design. The stakeholders commented that a
development seeking additional height and density on Moncton Street would have to be
justified on its own merits and considered by Council;

3. The proposed changes to the clarification of building height for the north side of Bayview
Street; and

4. The proposed changes for on-site parking requirements.

Public Open House

A Public Open House was held Saturday May 4, 2013 at the Steveston Community Centre. An
advertisement was placed in the Richmond Review on April 24, April 26, May | and May 3,
2013, and in the Richmond News on May 1 and May 3, 2013 to advertise the meeting. Staff also
utilized the City’s Facebook page to notify residents of the meeting.

Staff recorded the participation of 112 residents on the provided sign-in sheets, and the estimated
attendance at the meeting was 140 persons, as a number of attendees declined to sign in. The
meeting followed the same format as the meeting with stakeholders groups. Participants were
asked to complete a survey form, a copy of which is provided in Attachment 3.

Comments received were consistent with those from the stakeholders, with an overall level of
support for the proposed Steveston Area Plan changes.
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June 27,2013 -8 - 08-4200-00/Vol 01

at 3531 Bayview Street — will use the third storey for a parking structure under the
commercial and residential floor area.

— South Side of Bayview Street
Building height limits for properties on the south side of Bayview Street remain as per
the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy, at a maximum height of 20 m Geodetic
Survey of Canada datum.

A conceptual cross section of the above is provided in Attachment 6.

Staff Recommendations

Based on the feedback received and further staff analysis, staff recommend the following minor
amendments to the Steveston Area Plan:

— Moncton Street Building Height: reduce the maximum building height for buildings on
Moncton Street in the Village Core to 2 storeys and 9 m,

—  Moncton Street Density: reduce the maximum allowed density along the North and South
sides of Moncton Street in the Village Core to 1.2 FAR,

— Bayview Street Maximum Building Height: Amend the maximum height for buildings on
the north side of Bayview Street in the Village Core to allow the south 50 % of the building
to be 2 storeys, with some potential for 2 2 storeys in the roof area and allow 3 storeys for
the north 50 % of the building,

— On-site Residential Parking: amend the residential parking reductions permitted under the
Strategy in the Village Core from 33% of bylaw requirements to 13% (1.3 parking spaces
per residential dwelling unit), with minimum of 1.0 space per dwelling unit must be
provided on site,

~ 1.4 m GSC Datum Elevation: Clarify that the higher of either 1.4 m GSC ground elevation
or the adjacent sidewalk (if one is present) is to be the baseline elevation from which
building height in most of the Village Core will be measured. This datum point is to be
determined as either the road elevation at the intersection of Moncton Street and 3™ Avenue
— or the elevation of the adjacent sidewalk next to a development site, as the base datum
point for the Village Core. The exception to this is properties on the south side of Bayview
Street, where the existing road elevation of 3.2 m GSC will be used,

— Bayview Street Maximum Building Height: Clarify the maximum building height for lots on
the north side of Bayview Street in the Village Core as being 15 m GSC.

Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8981

In order to implement the above changes, Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8981 to
amend Schedule 2.4 of Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 — the Steveston Area
Plan — is proposed.

Part 2 — Steveston Waterfront Heritage Planning and Design Approaches

At the June 19, 2012 Planning Committee the following referral was made:

That staff examine creating a heritage planning and design approach from the former
Atagi Boatworks up to and including London Farm and report back.
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June 27, 2013 -9- 08-4200-00/Vol 01

Staff from Policy Planning, Development Applications, Heritage Services, Parks, Public Ait, and
Engineering have identified existing and upcoming initiatives that can assist in improving
heritage planning, design and promotional initiatives along the Steveston Waterfront from former
Atagi Boatworks to and including London Farm.

—  With the new 2041 OCP and the Steveston Area Plan, new and improved Development
Permit guidelines have been established to ensure high quality heritage planning, and
building and landscaping along the Steveston Waterfront (e.g., for the 90 Village buildings,
the Onni site, London Landing). One well designed development example which is being
finalized is the London Landing Kawaki / Pier project which includes a waterfront park and
dike trails to connect it to other Steveston Waterfront heritage amenities and park spaces,

— Heritage Services has begun preparing site-specific Conservation Plans for City-owned
heritage resources throughout the City, and within the Steveston Waterfront including the
Britannia Shipyard and London Farm,

— Parks will soon be bring forth a 2022 Parks and Open Space Strategy which proposes various
improvements including:

— a Steveston Waterfront Interpretive Program,

— Steveston Harbour Long Term Vision Plan implementation actions, and

— Enhanced opportunities to better link Steveston waterfront maritime destinations
(e.g., Scotch Pond, Garry Point Park, Gulf of Georgia Cannery, Britannia, and London
Landing),

— Parks will explore banner program opportunities for the length of the Steveston waterfront,

— Economic Development will continue to explore with Village merchants the opportunity to
establish a Business Improvement Area (BIA),

— Engineering will:

-~ continue to coordinate dyke upgrade projects with other departments to ensure design
compatibility,

— explore opportunities for improved street-lighting and consistent light standard design
along the Steveston Waterfront,

— Transportation Division’s proposed Chatham Street and Bayview streetscape designs, if
approved, will enhance the pedestrian connections from Garry Point Park through the Village
to the boardwalk along the river,

— Arts Services, Public Art staff are discussing with the Richmond Heritage Commission,
Engineering and Transportation the potential of “wrapping’ City-owned service kiosks with
vinyl graphics to provide heritage information. Vinyl wraps may also be used to provide
way-finding messaging in the Steveston Waterfront area.

Each of these initiatives will be brought forward for Council’s consideration as they become
ready (e.g., in mid 2013 for the 2022 Parks and Open Space Strategy).

Financial Implications

None.

PLN - 19
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ATTACHMENT 1

City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Planning Commiftee Date: January 22, 2013
From: Joe Erceg, MCIP File:  08-4200-03/2012-Voi 01

General Manager, Planning and Development

Re: Proposed Changes to the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy

Staff Recommendalions

1. That the proposed Review Concept to amend the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy

outlined in this report be be endorsed in principle for the purpose of carrying out public
consultation.

2. Tha staff report back on the cuteome of the above public consvltation regarding the
proposed Review Concept.

foe Erceg, MCIP
(General Managgr, Planning and Developroent

Al |
REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Development Applicalions a /Azé/ %M
Transporation =g 4 -

Engineéring EK
REVIEWED BY INmaLs: | REVIEWED BY CAO **ﬁgitss
DIRECTORS \79 @3

33352878
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January 22, 2013 -2~

Staff Report

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to present a proposed Review Concept to address Council’s
concemns regarding the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy (the Strategy). The Review
Concept proposes several changes to clarify the Conservation Strategy and implementation, and
seek permission to proceed to public consultation.

Origin

At the June 21, 2011 meeting of the Planning Committee, staff presented a report for the
rezoning of 3531 Bayview Street (application RZ 10-547513). The Committee considered the
proposal and referred the application back to staff. Staff were directed to re-examine the
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and the rezoning proposal, specifically to review the
parking reductions, permitted density, building height policies and general design guidelines of
the Strategy. In addition, staff was to provide information on how the rezoning proposal could
be amended to better conform to the Strategy.

The rezoning proposal was withdrawn by the new property owner on May 11, 2012, The new
owner has submitted a modified proposal under a new rezoning application, which is being
reviewed to ensure that it is compatible with the proposed Village Conservation Strategy Review
Concept described mn this report.

Background

The Steveston Village Conservation Sirategy was developed to provide an incentive-based
program to support and facilitate heritage conservation in the Steveston Village, and in particular
preservation of 17 henitage buildings identified as nuportant features of the community. The
Strategy was approved by Council on June 22, 2009. In the process Council designated the
Steveston Village Core as a Heritage Conservation Area and established development
application requirements for the alteration of land and buildings located within the Conservation
Area. Council also adopted revisions to the Development Permit Guidelines in the Steveston
Area Plan (Schedule 2.4 of the Official Community Plan). The new development permit
guidelines are intended to preserve the exteriors of the 17 identified heritage buildings in the
Village, and provide general guidelines for the alteration or re-development of the other 73 non-
heritage buildings in the Village Conservation Area.

Findings of Fact

The Strategy provides incentives for heritage preservation and new development which respect
the historic character and value of Steveston Village including:

e Density bonus provisions to increase density from a base density of 1.0 FAR to 1.2 FAR
to promote heritage conservation and retain the small scale character of the Village and
for a contribution to affordable housing;
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These areas are:

Chatham Street North

Chatham Street South

Chatham Street Midblock
Moncton Street North

Moncton Street South

Moncton Street Midblock
Bayview Street North

Bayview Street South / Riverfront

NSy R e

A larger version of this map and a detatled table summarizing how the proposed Review Concept
applies to these sub-areas is provided in Attachment 1.
2. Parking - General

As an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage the retention of the small scale of

development, the existing Strategy permits a reduction in off-street parking of up 33% as
follows:

s Residential use: from 1.5 to | space per dwelling unit plus 0.2 visitors’ space per unit. In
mixed-use buildings, residential visitors’ parking is shared with non-residential parking.

s Non- residential uses:

o General and Convenience Retail, Office, and Service Uses - from 3 to 2 spaces
per 100 sq. m of {loor area;

o Restaurant - from 8 to 6 spaces per 100 sq. m of floor area; and

o General Industrial - fromn 1 space per 100 sq. m of floor area to 0.66 space per 100
sq. m of floor area.

Planning Commttee Concerns

Concerns were raised at Planning Committee regarding the residential parking reduction allowed
under the existing Strategy. Committee members expressed a range of opinions regarding the
parling reductions in the Strategy: some members had no concerns with the 33% reduction
pemmitted; some Committee members supported some level of parkiig veduction; and some were
not in favour of any reduction to required off-street parking. One concermn was that the permitted
reduction for residential parking would result in too much residential parking occurring on the
streets, creating a shortfall in available on-street parking.

The issue of improving on-street parking in the Steveston Village will be further examined i a
separate report from the Transportation Division at the February 19, 2013 Planning Committee
meeting which will outline the proposed strectscape improvements for Chatham and Bayview
Streets including options to increase on-street parking.
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This analysis was caried out to determine if the projected future parking supply in the Village
could acconunodate the future parking demand anticipated at full build-out of permitted land use
and density in the Village. Based on the updated analysis which took into account the above
noted factors, the estimated demand for residential parking in the Village has been determined to
be 1.3 parking spaces per dwelling unit.

The results of this analysis are:

Residential Uses — Staff have determined that with the range of densities permitted under the
Strategy, all required residential parking spaces could be accommodated on-site, based on the
tate of 1.3 parking spaces per residential unit plus 0.2 visitors’ space per unit (shared with non-
residential parking). If a developer wished 1o provide less parking on-site, there is the option to
provide parking within 150 m of the property (secured in perpetuity through legal encumbrance),
or the developer could choose to pay $25,000 cash-in-lieu of each parking space not provided to
the Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve. In no case would on-street parking be used to meet
residential parking requirements. Staff opinion is that cash-in-lieu payments for parking shortfall
would likely be limited to non-residential spaces.

Noun-Residential Uses - Based on future build-out, non-residential parking demand would exceed
the future Steveston Village overall parking supply by approximately 30 parking spaces.

This non-residential parking shortfall is atiributed to several properties that appear not able to
meet the non-residential on-site parking requirements including properties with heritage
buildings.

For those properties where required non-residential parking cannot be accommodated on-site, a
cash-in-lieu payment of $25,000 for each stall not provided can be made. In addition, it is also
proposed that these non-residential shortfall cases could be partially addressed through on-street
parking initiatives throughout Steveston Village, plus redevelopments which do not maximize
the potential density available where additional parking on-site can be provided, and can be
shared / leased to those sites with a non-residential parking shortfall.

While the Transportation Division wil} make efforts to increase the supply of on-street parking
within the Village Core, it should be noted that there are currently sufficient public parking
spaces available just outside the core area which could absorb the potential 30 space non-
residential parking shortfall. These parking spaces are located within a five- to eight- minute
walking distance of the Village, on Chatham Street between 3™ Avenue and 7" Avenue.

Proposed Concept:

Based on the above updated staff analysis and previous comments made at Planning Committee,
staff propose to adjust the parking reduction permitted in the Strategy as follows:
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Table 1~ Proposed Amendments 1o Parking Requiremenits in the Village Conservation Strategy

Use Parking Required Under Parking Required Under Proposed Review
Existing Strategy Concept
Mixed Use - Residential 33% reduction from Zoning | 13% reduction from Zoning bylaw -
' bylaw ~ 1.3 spaces per dwelling.

1.0 space per dwelling Minimum of one space per dwelling on-sile
Mixed Use — Residential 0.2 space per dwelling unit | No change
Visitors' (shared with non-

residential uses)
Mixed Use — Non-Residential 33% reduction from Zoning | No change

bylaw

Under the proposed Review Concept, if a development proposal is unable to provide the 1.3
parking spaces per dwelling unit, cash-in-lieu of parking contribution can be made, but in no
case will less than | parking space per dwelling unif be permitted. Cash-in-lieu of parking
payment would be at the established rate of $25,000 per space not provided on site.

4. Streetscape Improvements

Based on Transportation’s analysis of the streetscape improvements to Chatham Street and
Bayview Street, it is expected that iraprovements could result in approximately 55 additional
parking spaces on Chatham Street, and approximately 20 new parking spaces on Bayview Street,
for a total of up to 75 additional parking spaces in the Steveston Village. As noted earlier,
Transportation Division staff will present a separate report on the proposed streetscape
improvement concepts tn conjunction with this report, at the February 19, 2013 Planning
Commiitee meeting.

5. Geodetic Building Elevation Point

The existing Strategy requures that the constructed floor slab for new non-residential construction
meet existing road elevation. While the ground elevation throughout the Steveston Village is
relatively consistent, there is a rise in grade from Moncton Street south to Bayview Street, which
is the municipal dike. This change in grade is approximately 1.8 m from the grade at the
intersection of Moucton Street and 3™ Avenue — which is 1.4 m GSC (Geodetic Survey of
Canada) - to 3.2 m GSC at Bayview Street. The grade makes a traditional measurement of
height and determination of a vertical building envelope challenging.

Planning Committee Concerns

Members of the Planning Committee expressed concems regarding the elevation to be used as
the base for determining building height. ft was suggested that the Moncton Street elevation of
1.4 m GSC be used as the baseline elevation throughout the Steveston Village.

Proposed Concept:

The Review Concept proposes that the maximum slab elevation for any parking structure or non-
residential floor slab be no higher than the greater of 1.4 m GSC, or the elevation of the existing
adjacent sidewalk, ensuring full mobility access to non-residential areas and respecting the
existing character of the area. Future development applications are to conform to this 1.4 m GSC
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measurement datum. Flood protection requirements under Flood Plain Designation and
Protection Bylaw No. 8204 would still apply to all developments in the Stevéston Village. The
1.4 m GSC measurement datum will apply to most areas of the Village, including properties on
the north side of Bayview Street.

This measurement datum will not apply to lands on the south side of Bayview Street (Area 8), as
the current road elevation of 3.2 m GSC is applicable to that area. For these properties, non-
residential floor slab will be the greater of 3.2 m GSC or the elevation of the adjacent sidewalk,
if one exists. Establishing the 1.4 m GSC as the base elevation provides certainty of the grade
benchmark in the Village and reinforces the existing road elevation as a character-defining
heritage feature.

Dike Master Plan

The Engineering Department 1s currently preparing the Dike Master Plan, which will have
implications for the Steveston area. The primary options under consideration are to improve
dikes m their current location, or build a new dike on Steveston fsland. Engineering staff will be
reporting to Council in 2013 on the results of stakeholder consultation and provide
recorrumendations for a future strategy. Any potential implications for heritage conservation in
the Steveston Village will be identified at that time.

6. Building Height

Building height and massing are key aspects of the character of Steveston Village, particularly
on Moncton and Bayview Streets as the two main streets of Steveston Village. The existing
Strategy allows building heights as shown in the following table:

Table 2 - Building Height Permitted Under the Existing Steveston Village Conservation Strategy

Before Strategy {pre —2009) Existing Strategy

Areas 1to 3 CS2 Zone — 2 storeys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m)
Chatham $t CS3 Zone — 3 storeys (12 m)
Areas4and 5 C82 Zone — 2 storeys (9 m} 2 storeys (9 m); 1/3 block can be 3
Moncton St CS83 Zone ~ 3 storeys (12 m) storeys (12 m)
Area B CS82 Zone — 2 sloreys (9 m) Up to 3 storeys (12 m}
§ of Moncton St €83 Zone — 3 storeys {12 m)
Area 7 €82 Zone — 2 storeys (8 my) Up (o 3 storeys (12 m)
Bayview St (N} CS3 Zone ~ 3 storays (12 m)
Area 8 C82 Zone — 2 sloreys (9 m) Up 3 storeys — height not to exceed 20
Bayview 5t (8} C83 Zone — 3 storeys (12 m) m GSC

ZMU10 - 2 storeys (9 m)

Planning Commuttee Concerns

Planning Committee has expressed concerns about building height in the Steveston Village
including the potential impacts of having three storey buildings on Moncton and Bayview
Streets. Comments from the Committee included:

1. Moncton Street should remain generally at 2 storeys. While the existing Strategy permits
a limited amount (1/3 of a block) to be 3 storeys, the existing 2 storey character was
strongly supported.
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2. North side of Bayview Street should have a maximum building height of 2 storeys. Any
_non-residential slab elevation should match existing Bayview Street elevation.
Proposed Concept:

The Review Concept outlined in this report would generally maintain the beight guidelines
established in the Strategy, with changes proposed for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) and
properties on the north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) as follows:

Table 3 — Proposed Building Height in the Steveston Village

2009 Strategy Proposed Review Concept
Areas 1, 2and 3 3 storeys (12 m) No change
Chatham 8t
Areas 4 and 5 2 storeys (9 m); 2 storeys (9 m) max.
Moncton St 1/3 block can be 3 | Additional height and density may be considered on a case by
storeys (12 m) case basis
Change from existing Strategy
Area b 3 storeys (12 m) No change
S of Moncton St
Area 7 — North Side | Up to 3 storeys 2 storeys facing Bayview Street (1/2 of building) stepping back to
of Bayview Street (12 m) 2 ¥ storeys (in gable or roof only)
North portion of site ~ 3 storeys (1/2 of building)
2 Vi storeys lirnited to 1/3 of a block (1 building in 3)
Maximum height 15 m GSC (height of structure 13.6 m)
Change from existing Strategy
Area 8 — South side | Up 3 storeys — No change
of Bayview Street height not to
exceed 20 m GSC

The maximum building height for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5) is proposed 1o be limited to 2
storeys and 9 m (29.5 ft). This reflects the comments of the Planning Comumittee regarding the
existing character of the street. However, it should be noted that applications to rezone for a
taller building could still be submuitted, and would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. These
applications would have to clearly demonstrate community benefit and exceptional heritage
conservation measures as part of any application submitted for Council consideration.

The proposed Strategy would allow a maximum building height of 15 m GSC for lots on the
north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) reflecting the changing grade of these properties. A 2-
storey building with below-structure parking fronting onto the north side of Bayview Street will
result in a three storey building on the north property line, as the site grade drops from Bayview
Street moving north. The height of the structure from grade at the north property line would be a
maximum of 13.6 m, and 12 m from grade at the south property line.

The Review Concept also proposes new cootrols for upper storey massing of buildings in Area 7
(the north side of Bayview Street). Up to % of the building fronting Bayview Street can be 2
storeys stepping back to 2 ¥z storeys and the north %2 of the building can be up to 3 storeys. Any
2 % storey element would be lunited to gable roof elements, to ensure that the floor area of the 5
storey is contained in the roof structure. It is proposed that a 2 % storey structure would be
limited to 1/3 of the block, to ensure a variety of roof lines and building height along the north
side of Bayview Street,
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Staff will work with individual development applications to ensure that this proposed concept is
met, recognizing that site specific issues and design concepts may result in some variation.
However, the two storey limit for the inumediate frontage of Bayview Street will be applied.

For the south side of Bayview Street (Area §), the allowed height would remain unchanged at 3
storeys with a maximum height of 20 m GSC. The 20 m GSC height limit would resuit in a
height of structure above grade of 16.8 m.

For the purposes of measuring height in the Village Conservation Area, an under-structure
parking area (if one is provided) will be considered a storey, but the floor area of the parking
structure will not be used in calculations of Floor Area Ratio.

7. Density

Existing Zoping - The existing CS2 and CS3 mixed-use zones in the Steveston Village allow a
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of ].0. The CS2 zone allows a building height of two or three
storeys / 9m and the CS3 Zone allows 3 storeys / 12 m.

The existing Strategy includes two levels of density bonusing, achievable through rezoning
properties to a new Steveston Conservation Zone.

1. Rezoning a site to the heritage conservation zone grants an automatic increase in FAR of
0.2 to a total of 1.2 as an incentive for heritage conservation and to encourage the
retention of the historical sroall scale of development in the Village, and fora
contribution to affordable housing, as per Richmond Zoning Bylaw requirements.

2. A further 0.4 FAR density bonus is also available resulting in a total potential density of
1.6 FAR in support of heritage conservation, contribution to the Heritage Grant program,
and for a contribution to affordable housing.

Table 4 summarizes the density permitied under the existing Strategy:

Table 4 — Maximum Density (FAR) Permitted in the Existing Steveston Village Conservation

Strategy
Maximum FAR under the 2009 Strategy
Core Area ~ Areas 1,236 and 7 1.2 base, up to 1.6 for heritage conservation, contribulion 1o
Heritage Grant Program, and to affordable housing
Moncton Street - Areas 4 and § 1.2 base, limited (up lo 1/3 of 2 block} potential for up to 1.6 FAR

for heritage conservation, contribulion to Heritage Grant Program,
and to affordabie housing

Riverfront Area — Area 8 1.2 base, up to 1.6 for heritage conservation, contribution (o
Heritage Granl Program, and to affordable housing

Planning Committee Concerns

Planning Commiittee has not expressed specific concerns regarding the density bonusing
provided under the existing Strategy, but concerns were raised regarding the potential impact of
three-storey buildings on Moncton Street. However, the maximum 1.6 FAR permitted cannot
likely be achicved without a three-storey building, and utilizing the full parking reductions as
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provided in the existing Strategy. As a result, accommodating buildings in the Village which
achieve the maximum 1.6 FAR will likely result 1o larger, taller buildings which may not be
consistent with Council’s or the community’s vision for the Steveston Village.

Proposed Concept:

Staff proposes to change the permitted density in the Strategy for Moncton Street (Areas 4 and 5)
as follows:

Table 5 — Proposed Maximum Density (FAR) in the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy

Maximum FAR under the 2009 Strategy

Core Area — Areas 1,2,3,6 and 7 1.0 base FAR up to 1.6 as incentive {o retain small scale of
development and for heritage conservation or contribution to
Heritage grant Program, and coniribution {o affordable housing
Moncton Street - Areas 4 and 5 1.0 base FAR up to 1.2 as incentive fo refain small scale of
development and for contribution fo Affordable Housing
Change from existing Strategy

Riverfront Area — Area 8 1.0 base FAR up to 1.5 as incentive {o retain smali scale of
development and for heritage conservation or contribution to
Harilage grant Program, and contribution 1o affordable housing

For Moucton Street (Areas 4 and 5) staff propose that the roaxiroum density be reduced to 1.2
FAR, eliminating the outright provision for 3-storey buildings and 1.6 FAR on portions of
Moncton Street. The proposed change reflects the high value placed on the existing character of
this street, and the Planning Committee’s concemns regarding building height and compatibility
with the overall character of Steveston. The 0.2 FAR density bonus is retajned as an incentive to
retain the small scale of development in the Village and encourage heritage conservation.

However, it should be noted that applications to-amend the Area Plan and rezone to allow higher
density and a 3-storey / [2 m building height for properties on Moncton Street could still be
submitted. These applications would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and applicants would
have to clearly demonstrate community benefit and heritage conservation measures or provide
the required contribution to heritage funding as part of any application submission for Council
consideration.

8. Design Guidelines

The Planning Committee did not request specific changes to the existing Development Permit
Guidelines for the Steveston Village. The Strategy includes Development Permit Guidelines for:

1 - preservation of the exterior 17 existing heritage buildings; and
2 - enhanced ‘Sakamoto’ guidelines for the remaining buildings in the Village.

Staff suggest that these guidelines are adequate and appropriate to assist in achieving the design
quality and character envisioned for the Village, and no changes are proposed.

PLN - 31

1752676



January 22,2013 -12-

Summary

[ summary, staff has reviewed the existing Steveston Village Conservation Strategy, and the
Steveston Area Plan. This review finds that the majority of the objectives and policies of the
Strategy and the Area Plan remain valid, and that some minor changes are proposed to address
the concerns of the Planning Commitiee:

Residential parking: amend the residential parking reductions permitted under the
Strategy from 33% of bylaw requirements to 13%, minumum of 1.0 space per dwelling
unit must be provided on sife;

Non-residential parking: no change for non-residential parking;

Residential density: reduce the maximum allowed density along the North and South
sides of Moncton Street to 1.2 FAR:

Bulding Height: reduce the maximum building height for buildings on Moncton Street to
2 storeys and 9 m;

Amend the maximum height for buildings on the north side of Bayview Street (Area 7) to
allow the south ' of the building to be 2 storeys, stepping back to 2 % storeys in and
allow 3 storeys for the north /4 of the building;

Establish a 15 m GSC maximum building height for lots on the north side of Bayview
Street (Area 7); and

Confirm the 1.4 m GSC datum clevation — determined by the road elevation at the
intersection of Moncton Street and 3™ Avenue — or the elevation of the adjacent sidewalk
as the base datum point for the Village. The exception to this is properties on the south
side of Bayview Street, where the existing road elevation of 3.2 m GSC would be used.

Proposed Benefits

The proposed amendments to the Strategy would have the following benefits to on-going
heritage conservation and development in Steveston Village:

3752676

Revised parking requirements will ensure that real demand for residential parking is
provided on-site wherever possible, and for cases where this is not possible, a cash-in-lieu
of parking contribution can be made.

Addresses concerns raised by the Planning Committee regarding the potential for 3 storey
buildings on Moncton Street. Applications for three storey buildings would still be
possible, but projects will be assessed on individual merit and proposed benefits to
heritage conservation and preservation, rather than be an outright provision in the
Strategy.

Clarifies the existing geodetic elevation of the Village — 1.4 m GSC as measured at the
intersection of Moncton Street and 3™ Avenue as the baseline for the Village, and
reinforces an important character-defining historical feature of the Steveston Village.
Properties on the south side of Bayview Street will be subject to the 3.2 m GSC datum.
Clarifies and simplifies the determination of maximum building height for the properties
on the north side of Bayview Street which are sloped from south to north. The proposed
height of [3m GSC is a moderate height limit that would permit a two storey fagade on
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Bayview Street, and a three storey building to the north of properties on the north side of
Bayview Street.

Financial impact
None.
Next Steps / Public Consulftation

Should the proposed Steveston Village Conservation Strategy Review Concept be endorsed for
further consultation, staff propose that the review concept be presented for public feedback.
Staff propose one open house be jointly held to also present the findings and recommendations
set out in the Long-Term Streetscape Visions {or Bayview Street and Chatham Steeet report to
Planning Committee on February 19, 3013, if endorsed by Council. Staff suggest that this open
house be held in April 2013 and that relevant material be posted on-hine along with a feedback
form to provide sufficient opportunities for the public to comment. The date and time of the
proposed open house would be advertised on the City’s website, in local newspapers and through
posters distributed lo civic facilities. Stakeholder groups, including the Steveston Merchants
Association, Urban Development Insfitute, Vision 20/20, erc. would also be invited to attend.

Staff would then compile and consider the fecdback received, and report back by July 2013 with
the proposed amendments to the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy, and the Steveston
Area Plan as required. The Transpornation Division would also report back ai the same Planning
Committee meeting in July 2013 with the final recommended streeiscape design for each street
as well as a refined implementation strategy.

Conslusion

As directed by Planning Commitiee, staff has reviewed the Steveston Village Conservation
Strategy, and are of the opinion that the intent of the Strategy policies are still vahd.

It is recommended that the changes to the Strategy as outlined tn this report be received, and that
staff be directed to consult with Steveston residents and businesses and the Urban Development
[nstitute, and report back to Planning Committee by July 2013 with results and

recorunendations.

Te we Konkin
Manager, Policy Planning Planner 2
(604-276-4139) (604-276-4279)
BK:cas

Attachment 1: Map and Chart of Heritage Policies
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Areal

lssue Before Strategy (pre - 2009} 2008 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change
Building Height C52 Zone ~ 2 storeys 3 storeys OK No change
53 Zone- 3 storeys
Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 | Residential: 1 per unit plus | Some concerns Studying supply of avaifable on-street parking

Reduction Policy

visitors

0.2 visitor-33 %

No parking reduction

Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors

Retail: 3 per 100 m’ reduction Non-residential ~ as per strategy
Restaurant: 6 per 100 m” Non-residential: reduce by
up to 33%
FAR 1.0 1.6 OK No change
Minimum slab elevation | Existing road grade Existing road grade OK 1.4 m 6SC {oradjacent sidewalk)
Area 2
issue Before Strategy (pre — 2009) 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change
Building Height C52 Zone- 2 storeys 3 storeys oK No change

(53 Zone- 3 storeys

Off-street Parking
Reductlon Pollcy

Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2
visitors

Residential: 1 per unit plus
0.2 visitor—-33%

Some concermns
No parking reduction

Studying supply of available on-street parking
Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors

H Retail: 3 per 100 m” reduction Non-residential - as per strategy

Z Restaurant: 6 per 100 m” Non-residential: reduce by

1 up to 33%
FeR 1.0 1.6 oK No change
Minimum slab elevation | Existing road grade Existing road grade QK 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent sidewall
Area 3

issue Before Strategy {pre — 2009} 2009 Strategy Council Comment Proposed Change
Building Helght {52 Zone— 2 storeys 3 storeys oK No change
53 Zone- 3 storeys

Off-street Parking Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2 | Residentisl: 1 per unit plus | Some concerns Studying supply of available on-street parking

Reduction Policy

visitors

0.2 visitor—-33%

No parking reduction

Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors

Retail: 3 per 100 m” reduction Non-residential - s per strategy
Restaurant: 6 per 100 m” Non-residential: reduce by
up to 33%
FAR 1.0 1.6 OK No change
Minirmum slab elevation | Existing road grade Existing road grade OK 1.4 m GSC {(or adjacent sidewalk)

Arigers




Area 4

Issue Before Strategy (pre ~ 2009) 2009 Strategy Counci! Comment Proposed Change
Building Height CS2 Zone~ 2 storeys 2 stareys OK 2 storeys; additional height may be
CS3 Zone- 3 storeys 1/3 block can be 3 storeys considered on a case by case basis

Off-street Parking
Reduction Pollcy

Residemtial: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2
visitars

Retail: 3 per 100 m’
Restaurant: 6 per 100 m’

Residential: 1 per unit plus
0.2 visitor-33 %
reduction

Non-residential: reduce by
up 10 33%

Some concerns
No parking reduction

Studying supply of available on-street parking
Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors
Non-residential - as per strategy

FAR 1.0 1.2 {up to 1.6} OK Maxirnurn of 1.2 FAR; additional density may
be considerad on a case by case basis
Minimum slab elevation | Existing road grade {1.4 m G5C) Existing road grade {1.4m | OK 1.4 m GSC {or adjacent sidewalk}

GSC)

Area s

Issue

Before Strategy {pre — 2009)

2009 Strategy

Council Comment

Proposed Change

Building Height

.

(CS2 Zone~ 2 storeys
CS3 Zone- 3 storeys

2 storeys
1/3 block can be 3 storeys

Some concerns
2 storey max south of
Moncton Street

2 storeys; additional height may be
considered on a case by case basis

Ofif-street Parking
ReBuction Policy
1

Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2
visitors

Residential: 1 per unit plus
0.2 visitor - 33 %

Some concerns
No parking reduction

Studying supply of available on-street parking
Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors

W Retail: 3 per 100 m* reduction Non-residential ~ as per strategy
o Restaurant: 6 per 100 m’ Non-residential: reduce by
up to 33%
FAR 1.0 1.2 {up to 1.6) OK Maximum of 1.2 FAR ; additional density may
be considered on a case by case basis
Minimum slab elevation | Existing road grade (1.4 m G5C) Existing road grade OK 1.4 m GSC (or adjacent stdewalk)

Area b

Issue

Before Strategy (pre ~ 2008}

2009 Strategy

Council Comment

Proposed Change

Building Height

(52 Zone— 2 storeys
€53 Zone- 3 storeys

3 storeys

Some concerns
2 storey max south of
Moncton Street

No change

Off-street Parking
Reduction Policy

Residential: 1.5 per unit plus 0.2
visltors

Retail: 3 per 100 m’
Restaurant: 6 per 100 m’

Residential: 1 per unit plus
0.2 visitor-33 %
reduction

Non-residential: reduce by
up to 33%

Some concerns
No parking reduction

Studying supply of avaifable on-street parking

Residential: 1.3 plus 0.2 visitors
Non-residential ~ as per strategy

FAR

1.0

1.2 {up to 1.6}

OK

Maxirnumn of 1.6 FAR

Minimum slab elevation

Existing roed grade {1.4 m GSC)

Existing road grade

oK

1.4 m GSC {or adjacent sidewalk)
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ATTACHMENT 3

Steveston Village Conservation

f ‘&k‘ City of Strategy Update
N7 Y Survey Form
a4 Richmond May 2013

. Son il FR

Purpose

The purpose of this survey is to invite stakeholder and public feedback regarding proposed changes to the
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy.

Your views will be considered by Council in making decisions.

Questions

1. Currently, the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy allows some three storey buildings (one in three
buildings) on Moncton Street and allows these buildings to have a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.6 times the
lot area. The majority of buildings on the street are to be a maximum of 2 storeys and have a Floor Area
Ratio of 1.2 times the lot area.

It is proposed to change the Strategy to reduce the maximum building height for all the properties on
Moncton Street to a maximum 2 storeys with a maximum density of FAR of 1.2. Exceptions may be
allowed in exceptional circumstances. This is aimed at better ensuring that new development complements
the existing character of the Village.

Please indicate your preference below:

(] strongly Agree [ Agree O Neutral [ Disagree [ Strongly Disagree

2. The Strategy currently allows a maximum building height of three storeys for properties on the north side of
Bayview Street.

It is proposed to change the Strategy to limit the maximum building height to 2 storeys for buildings fronting
onto Bayview Street, and to allow the building to be stepped back to 2 2 storeys. The north side of the
building can be 3 storeys. This is intended to ensure that new development is of an appropriate scale.

Please indicate your preference below:

[1 strongly Agree [ Agree I Neutral [ Disagree [ Strongly Disagree

3. Currently, as an incentive for heritage conservation in the Village, the Strategy allows parking for residential
and non-residential uses to be reduced by up to 33% from the requirements in the Richmond Zoning
Bylaw.

In response to public concerns, it is proposed that more parking be provided for residential development,
and that the allowed parking reduction for residential uses be reduced to 13%. This would resuit in a
requirement for 1.3 spaces per dwelling unit, up from the 1.0 space per dwelling currently required in the
Strategy. This is proposed to ensure more on-site parking is provided, and impacts on street parking are
reduced.

Please indicate your preference below.

[ strongly Agree [0 Agree [J Neutral [ Disagree ] Strongly Disagree
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Other Comments

Name:

Company Name:
Address:

Phone:

Email:

Postal Code:
Neighbourhood: [ Steveston [J Other

Thank you for your feedback.
Please fill out the survey form and return it by Monday, May 13, 2013.

e Mail it to the City of Richmond, 8911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1; or
o Fax it to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052 (fax); or

¢ E-mail it to the City of Richmond to the attention of bkonkin@richmond.ca; or

e Fill it out online at the City's website and at www |etstalkrichmond.ca; or

o Leave it in the drop off boxes provided at the Public Open House.
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U ATTACHMENT 4

; _ Steveston Village Conservation
City of | | Strategy Update

. Survey Form
DA RIChmOhd‘ ‘ ‘ ~ May 2013

4 Completed Stakeholder Survey Forms

- L

Purpose

The purpose of this survey is to invite stakeholder and public feedback regarding proposed changes fo the
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy. '

Your views will be considered by Council in making decisions.

Questions

1. Currently, the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy allows some three storey buildings (one in three
buildings) on Moncton Street and allows these buildings to have a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.6 times the
lot area. The majority of buildings on the street are to be a maximum of 2 storeys and have a Floor Area
Ratio of 1.2 times the lot area.

Itis proposéd to change the Strategy to reduce the maximum building height for all the properties on
Moncton Street to a maximum 2 storeys with a maximum density of FAR of 1.2. Exceptions may be
allowed in exceptional circumstances. This is aimed at better ensuring that new development complements
the existing character of the Village. %‘ﬂ U U OATE.  “odsr BY
QAL  HELG W +
DEAZATY o ATRENSE
rongly Disagree APOLLaATT I L,

Please indicate your preference below:

" [ stongly Agree [G-rgree [] Neutral K] Disagree
Y DX copht ém =~ " |
2. The Strategy currently allows a maximum building height of three storeys for properties on the north side of
Bayview Street. '

It is proposed to change the Strategy to limit the maximum building height to 2 storéys for buildings fronting
. onto Bayview Street, and to allow the building to be stepped back to 2 % storeys. The north side of the
building can be 3 storeys. This is intended to ensure that new development is of an appropriate scale.

s OPTITIN FPR. Lz 2B
Please indicate your preferensebelow b

O-sfrongly Agree [ Agree [ Neutral [ Disagree [ Strongly Disagree

3. Currently, as an incentive for heritage conservation in the Village, the Strategy allows parking for residential
and non-residential uses to be reduced by up to 33% from the requirements in the Richmond Zoning
Bylaw. ‘

In response to public concerns, it is proposed that more parking be provided for residential development,
and that the allowed parking reduction for residential uses be reduced o 13%. This would resultin a
requirement for 1.3 spaces per dwelling unif, up from the 1.0 space per dwelling currently required in the

Strategy. This is proposed to ensure more on-site parking is provided, and impacts on street parking are
reduced. :

Please indicate your preference below:

Qx&r{ngiy Agree [ Agree [ Neutral [ Disagree [ Strongly Disagree
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Other Comments

¥ Rk Mg% To . > §ms;§/

Lod L Tt 490 «‘/o«'{?‘hm For  « Ko A<F SN

Ve . v 7T s DBEAEaATY.

Namej%fz/(/éé /ﬂl U/"t](:’ S 7N

Company Name: Lowdon HERATAGE. e %@@77

Address: (5511 N E Roa) UMD Rl () FE-SE=
Phone: (LY — ?'79—‘§\€é% i

Email: «47Z€u64 T2y e e \./‘Cou&f‘é @ c? pat ) Con

Postal Code: \/

Neighbourhood: [].SteVeston [ Other

Thank you for your feedback.
Please fill out the survey form and return it by Monday, May 13, 2013.

¢ Mail it to the City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC Ve6Y 2C1; or
¢ Faxit to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052 (fax); or
e E-mail it to the City of Richmond to the attention of bkonkin@richmond.ca; or

o Fillit out online at the City’s website and at www.letstalkrichmond.ca; or

e Leave itin the drop off boxes provided at the Public Open House.
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Steveston Village Conservation

City of | | | Strategy Update
D : Survey Form
Richmond , iy 2015

Purpose

The purpose of this survey is to invite stakeholder.and public feedback regarding proposed changes to the
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy.

Your views will be considered by Council in making decisions.

Questions

1. Currently, the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy allows some three storey buildings (one in three
buildings) on Moncton Street and allows these buildings fo have a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.6 times the
Jot area. The majority of buildings on the sireet are to be a maximum of 2 storeys and have a Floor Area
Ratio of 1.2 times the lot area. '

It is proposed to change the Strategy to reduce the maximum building height for all the properties on
Moncton Street to a maximum 2 storeys with a maximum density of FAR of 1.2. Exceptions may be
allowed in exceptional circurnstances. This is aimed at better ensuring that new deve lopment complements
the existing character of the Village.

Please indicate your preference below:

94 : ‘
] strongly Agree m Agree O Neutral [ Disagree ] Strongly Disagree

2. The Strategy currently allows a maximum building height of three storeys for properties on the north side of
Bayview Street.

It is proposed to change the Strategy to limit the maximum building height o 2 storeys for buildings fronting
onto Bayview Street, and to allow the building to be stepped back to 2 % storeys. The north side of the
building can be 3 storeys. This is intended to ensure that new development is of an appropriate scale.

Please indicate your preference below: : Mo Rz Vi 2 Lrod =73
L] strongly Agree  4X[ Agree L1 Neutral ;é\[)isagree [] Strongly Disagree

3. Currently, as an incentive for heritage conservation in the Village, the Strategy allows parking for residential
and non-residential uses to be reduced by up to 33% from the requirements in the Richmond Zoning
Bylaw.

In response to public concerns, it is proposed that more parking be provided for residential development,
and that the allowed parking reduction for residential uses be reduced to 13%. This would resultin a
requirement for 1.3 spaces per dwelling unit, up from the 1.0 space per dwelling currently required in the
Strategy. This is proposed to ensure more on-site parking is provided, and impacts on street parking are
reduced.

Please indicate your preference below _
[J strongly Agree - [ Agree [0 Neutral 1 Disagree ﬁ Strongly Disagree
' /1 VY
j e 2 Ty
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Other Comments

Name: (K%Zik-/ Z, /\ jﬁ%‘jw

Company Name: :’Ki@%/zu&u-& ?ﬁ%‘{(mdg Af;‘n"f,(s)/@ (‘?W?«z (T
Address: [0y 4) E# [Lory

Phone: /O@L/" : 7/’7{ ”q'/(}é?
Email: |
Postal Code: . (/ 7 qu }ng-

Neighbourhood: L] Steveston %Other

Thank you for your feedback.
Please fill out the survey form and return it by Monday, May 13, 2013.

¢ Mail it to the City of Richmond, 6311 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1; or
« Fax it to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052 (fax); or

e E-mail it to the City of Richmond to the attention of bkonkin@richmond.ca; or

s Fill it out online at the City’'s website and at www letstalkrichmond.ca: or

e Leave it in the drop off boxes provided at the Public Open House.
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- Steveston Village Conservation

\8 L D; Survey Form
. Richmond May 2013

Purpose

The purpose of this'survey is to invite stakeholder and public feedback regarding proposed changes to the
Steveston Village Conservation Strategy. _

Your views will be considered by Council in making decisions.

| Questions

1. Currently, the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy allows some three storey buildings (one in three
buildings) on Moncton Street and allows these buildings o have a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.6 times the
lot area. The majority of buildings on the street are to be a maximum of 2 storeys and have a Floor Area
Ratio of 1.2 times the lot-area.

It is proposed to change the Strategy to reduce the maximum building height for all the properties on
Moncton Street to a maximum 2 storeys with a maximum density of FAR of 1.2. Exceptions may be
allowed in exceptional circumstances. This is aimed at better ensuring that new development complements
the existing character of the Village. '

Please indicate your preference below:

[ strongly Agree [E}‘/Agree [ Neutrat [ Disagree [ Strongly Disagree

2. The Strategy currently allows a maximum building height of three storeys for properties on the north side of
Bayview Street. :

It is proposed to change the Strategy to limit the maximum building height fo 2 storeys for buildings fronting
onto Bayview Street, and to allow the building to be stepped back to 2 % storeys. The north side of the
building can be 3 storeys. This is intended to ensure that new development is of an appropriate scale.

Please indicate your breference below:

[] strongly Agree EZ{Qree (I Neutrat (0 Disagree [ Strongly Disagree

3. Currently, as an incentive for heritage conservation in the Village, the Strategy allows parking for residential
and non-residential uses to be reduced by up to 33% from the requirementis in the Richmond Zoning
Bylaw. '

In response to public concerns, it is proposed that more parking be provided for residential development,
and that the allowed parking reduction for residential uses be reduced to 13%. This would result in g
requirement for 1.3 spaces per dwelling unit, up from the 1.0 space per dwelling currently required in the
Strategy. This is proposed to ensure more on-site parking is provided, and impacts on street parking are
reduced.

Please indicate your preference below:

[] strongly Agree MQree [0 Neutra)l [ Disagree [ Strongly Disagree
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Other Comments
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Name: (" HP‘; DO AU LD

Company Name Afzaf{mymwwmwm
Address: G757 flsitweon PR

Phone: /{}t}m 274 -060 L

Email: _ ﬁl’l{’lrjﬁi\ @ nidef. org

Postal Code: ()4 Y Q2 ZY

Neighbourhood: [ Steveston Mher

Thank you for your feedback.
Please fill out the survey form and return it by Monday, May 13, 2013.

¢ Mail it to the City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1; or
» Faxit to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052 (fax); or
» E-mail it to the City of Richmond to the attention of bkonkin@richmond.ca: or

e~ Fill it out online at the City’s website and at www lefstalkrichmond.ca; or -

¢ Leaveitin the drop off boxes provided at the Public Open House.
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- - Strategy Update“
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“V andﬂthai-;-thé aﬁowed parkmg reductlon for resndennai uses be reduced 10, 13% Th S wou[d result ina:
P requrrement for-1.3 spaces: per dwe!hng unit, up from the 1:0° space per ‘dweli ing-currently, required:in. the
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Attachment 5

Other Public Comments From Open House Survey Forms

s | prefer that the new standard be limited to 2 storeys. If developers want to build a taller
building, they can apply for a change. That was the consensus of the Steveston Stakeholders
meeting last Saturday.

e | think a similar strategy of two storeys and three storeys for the back half will work as well for
Moncton Street as it does on Bayview Street. FSRs of 1.6 or higher should be permitted for all of
the Steveston Heritage Conservation Area base on design instead of a blanket limit. This will
result in better designs and land use.

e Steveston is the only outdoor pedestrian friendly commercial district in Richmond. Itis nota
strip mall. The objective should be to reduce traffic in the heart of the village not encourage
more of it. If additional parking is required it should be outside of the heart of the district.

s Building height on Bayview should be restricted to 2 stories overall with no exceptions.

s Parking allowances for both residential and business should be reduced even more than
13%.Should be 2 full spaces per dwelling unit. Restrict parking to one side of Bayview only.

= Number of Non residential parking spaces should be designated by size of business.

e Bicycles should be restricted from using the boardwalk along the new construction site between
Bayview and the river. Should be detoured along Bayview. Many people walk the boardwalk
from one side to the other in both directions. No room for fast moving bikes. Is dangerous to
mix the two.

» Please keep the viltage character in Steveston - No tall buildings! We are a tourist attraction.
* Do not allow any exceptions to the building height of 2 storeys in any direction
s The parking reduction should be increased.

s |sthe 1.3 space is directly relating to the parking space or for other alternative transportation
(i.e. scooter/bicycle)?

e FEither way 1.3 space sounds good as space buffer for larger vehicles (van/truck).

¢ "Ido have a concern. Given the desirability of the village, planners are contemplating more
development and residential density. What make Steveston unigue and as such very attractive
is the "village character". Adding density both in terms of business and residents will forever
hinder the very reason the Village is so desirable and it may alter or destroy the very character
that makes Steveston unique. Granville Island downtown is a nice place, but not a village.
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“2.

City planners abdicated in their responsibility to maintain a buffer zone from the Village core
and the river bank when phase TWO of the ONNI development was approved along the
riverbank of Steveston between Bayview and Moncton. Architecture is ugly and uninspiring.
Overbuilt with BOX-like buildings all the way to Moncton. The phase TWO development just
being completed is an eye sore totally disconnected from the village concept and possibly a bad
business decision. It is very sad! City core shall not have the same fate, City politicians and city
planner have a second chance by learning that lesson: Keep the village as VILLAGE, with the
character of the Village that was. People from far away as London and Rome tell me how joyous
was for them to visit this last remnant of West Coast village. Keep the Village! Otherwise, the
Village will be gone for ever. And what appear to be a good business decision today will be
regretted later. Keep this in mind please.

As a side comment | am against further densification of the Village as it will detract from the
heritage Village Character. Also, street parking in the core areas should not be encouraged.
there already is too much traffic, over the week-end especially.

Reduce street parking to 1 hour limit to create turnover.
Add more parking lots on fringe of village

Limiting heights to 2 storeys could drive ALL development to be 2 storeys resulting in no height
variations. One of the boards mentions a contribution to on-street parking in lieu of on-site
parking restrictions. IMHO the collection of the street parking fee will be more impossible to
collect. Plus - impossible to create on-street parking on an existing street,

Re: Parking. The 3 hour limit effects business severely. 1 hour is plenty for shoppers. Anyone
that wants to be there longer should park in the parking lots.

I'm OK with all reasonable changes to the Buildings as long as the character of the older
buildings is maintained - NO big private houses.

Building have to conform to heritage designs on exterior. A 2 storey building does not have the
height of a 3 storey.

Recommend redeveloping Steveston Village commercial area as an adapted version of a mall
that will attract shoppers to the boutique stores, restaurants and waterfront. Steveston Viliage
needs to be commercially viable, and so it has to be attractive, cozy and easy to drive to and
from. Commercial viability and vibrancy requires an ability to attract shoppers and visitors from
beyond immediate adjacent area. It needs to be a destination to be sustainable. That means
becoming cosier, more attractive and more convenient for car-visitors. GET RID OF FLAT ROOFS,
WIDE EAVES, lot of colourful planting, canopies on sidewalk, restaurant seating, small soft
streetlights. Reduce overhead power lines as much as possible, possibly over time. Poles and
wiring harsh and detract from any appeal the architecture may have. Heritage architecture is
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1950's, low-caliber, small-industrial town kitsch. It has character, but it's not high caliber.
Therefore heritage concerns least important.

{ would like to preserve the village of Steveston. Having mostly low rise, low scale buildings, lots
of store fronts should help to maintain the character and the pedestrian activity on the street.
Faceless condos with no street level business wifl quickly change the village and could destroy it.

My overall preference is for less parking on Bayview in particular making it more
pedestrian/bicycle friendly but if increases for residential are required then | would have to
agree.

Would like more density outside the village area {(multi-storey multi-family housing).

The Japanese Benevolent Society's Office is a scary example of a lack of understanding about
what 'heritage’ means. Having gone to so much trouble to move the building in a controversial
decision and then turning it into the modern building it now is - makes me very nervous about
leaving any further heritage decisions in the hands of the City.

No 3 storey buildings in the core area. Irrespective of "exceptional circumstances” or financial
offerings.

Steveston should be walkable, bike friendly community feeling neighbourhood. Parking is better
outside Steveston. Chatham area is good or parkade. Please think and plan for the next 50
years, not just now.

Minimum height restrictions on first floor commercial to ensure attractive streetscape. Higher
density with office and residential on 2nd and 3rd storeys. Less parking and better public transit
access.

Reduce or eliminate cars in Steveston Village. Or 'hop on - hop off" bus would be very useful
and less costly and/or a car parkade close to the core.

Street parking should be reduced to a minimum - this could be achieved by having a parkade
built near the centre, thus forcing people to walk to nearby stores, etc.

If Richmond is serious about conserving the heritage aspect of Steveston, then the City of
Richmond should not be promoting and/or allowing further densification in the area. Do not
allow developers to change the ambience of Steveston. If they want to invest in Steveston then
good on them. Do not let developers determine the future of Steveston by allowing an increase
in density.

If the City is sincere in its efforts to preserve Steveston's heritage character through this
Conservation Strategy, stop allowing increased density that's totally out of character. Steveston
is unigue. It's small and people like it that way. Leave it alone. Re: rooftop gardens/patios: I've
never seen any reference to roof top living in the history of Steveston so if the conservation
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strategy aims to be accurate, this should not be allowed. If you are going to give in to
developers designing this into buildings, it should be considered habitable area thereby counting
as a storey. Soin an area zoned for 2 storey buildings, you could theoretically allow rooftop
living on a one storey building but not on top of a 2 storey building. Any trees/plantings or other
built amenities on such a roof top could be no taller than the maximum height allowed in the
zoning.

Keep to the heritage plan 2 storeys only. One way traffic on Bayview, Moncton, #1 Road and
3rd.

Allow laneway parking where possible.

Bayview St. is congested morning till night and will be more so with Onni proposing commercial
- | strongly oppose this.

We strongly feel that there should be no more parking within the confines of Steveston Village.

it is important that any new/renovated buildings look as though they have been in place for
many years. The redevelopment at No. 1 Road and Moncton is a reasonable effort. Can we
maintain/improve waterfront access (e.g., when the marine station next to Blenz is redeveloped
there should).

I am not against additional parking where the residences have been increased, but | am against
any other increases to parking.

Remove the scramble function from the lights at Moncton & 1 Road.

I would like to see as many of the current buildings in Steveston on Moncton Street to be
maintained and not torn down for new development.

Unfortunately more residential parking is needed as there is poor public transportation options
in Steveston. The transportation 2040 plan has no vision!

Keep changes in Steveston to a minimum - start up the tram again into Vancouver - desperately
needed.

Attached Letter (P56)

The price of property has become so costly. Any potential buyer/builder would have to have
more so as to have the building cost effective. By limiting sq. ft. you will get a pfain and simple
building reacted as cheaply as possible.

Question 1 suggests limit of 2 storeys for all buildings, then contradicts itself by allowing some
exceptions. There should be NO EXEMPTIONS!
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We live on 3rd Avenue just north of Chatham. Day long parking and short term has increased
dramatically. Thanks to Richmond Streets/Roads for putting in 5' wide gravel shoulder,

{ endorse the Strategy's proposal to reduce the maximum building height for all properties on
Moncton to two storeys. Anything higher would compromise the historical character of the
village - which has already been compromised too much.

To alleviate pressure on downtown parking, from 1 or 2 areas for elderly/disabled to be dropped
off/picked up max 10 - 15 minutes stopping only! 1am concerned as to the subjective
“exceptional design" for varying FAR and building height from the proposed changes.

Change Moncton to 2 storeys, with no option for increased height or density.

Parking requirements for new buildings are already too low. Payment in lieu just makes the
problem worse until transportation is improved a requirement for 1.5 spaces per residential unit
is required,

Do everything you can to prevent more height and density in the village. We are coming
perilously close to losing the heritage character of the village as it is.

Re: Question 1: There should be no exceptions in the conservation area. Two storeys should be
the rule. If you open the door for exceptions, every developer will apply for exceptions every
single time and the community will be exhausted fighting every case. Steveston is and should
remain a fishing village.
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IRy — BS 2813 @o: 28 AM

Dear Proposals : ‘
I would first like to mtrodnce myself,] have been a resident of Richmond since 19 76

We have raised 3 boys that are married and we have always enjoyed visits to Steveston

Iwalk 35 daiys a week from Britania Museum along the “boardwalk” to the
Concrete modern display of the Omni project, thru the village and ouf to Gary point and
circle back.

[ would like to express my view and concern on the public proposal presented last sat for
feed back requesta.

The presemation in Stevston was quite professionally dons,

My observation however is the attempt to create a theme of “canservauon strategy
update” of historical Stevston. : :

I find it very difﬁcult to accept the terms of thought in producing the theme
“Conservation strategy” as being the proposal.

The present allowances will slowly allow Steveston to be developed like any other
municipal location.

This shows a proposal that ultimately, restores, protects exsiting areas with allowances
as quoted like “properties on Moncton st. to a maximurm 2 storeys with maximum dengity
of FAR of 1.2 Exceptions maybe allowed in ¢xceptional circumstances” the black
face comment to me Is part of the creeping modernization.

Similarily the “Streetscape vision”

In the UK particularily villages that T have visited, many times are protected from the

crawhing modem advancements of Parking and sidewalks. Efc.

~ Places in the UK will not allow cars into the villages.Visitors are offered parking areas at
a distance and bus service or walking is the only approach.

[s the visitor more interested in cars parked on the street and large sidewalks or the
quaintness to the character that Stevston stilf can offer and the visitor can enjoy a
leisurely day?

I believe Steveston has a historical image that can be saved for generations ,OR we can
allow it to slowly be rerouted like any other north American village or town with your
car parked next door,aud lots of concrete to play on.

IfT can be of any help and If you wish to respond here is my contact info,

Lorin Yakiwchuk , 31pOIg JA] 30
604 274 3930 ‘

lorinw w.ca

¢c Mr Brodie
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June 26, 2013 -7- File: 10-6360-01

S. Referral from February 19, 2013 Meeting of Planning Committee
5.1  Financing Options for Any On-Street Parking Treatment

For both streets, increasing the amount of on-street parking would require relocating the existing
curbs and thus would be relatively more expensive than an option that maintains the existing on-
street parking and, by extension, the location of the curbs. Given that staff do not recommend an
option that increases on-street parking for either Bayview Street or Chatham Street based on the
feedback received, then there is no longer any need to consider funding options to support the
cost to provide increased on-street parking. The recommended long-term streetscape visions for
both streets do not require the relocation of either the existing north or south curbs; any future
relocation of the curbs would be primarily funded by fronting developers.

5.2 Impacts and Options regarding Existing Off-Street Pay Parking on Bayview Street

Discussions with the Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA) regarding its pay parking strategy
indicate that the agency intends to maintain its current program and is not supportive of any
potential options that would reduce pay parking revenues (e.g., provide first three hours of
parking free to be consistent with the City owned lots and on-strect parking).

Staff also discussed with the property management company representing 3800, 3711 and 3900
Bayview Street regarding the possibility of validating customer parking or having the first hour
free to be better aligned with the City’s free parking spaces. The representative advised that such
a proposal 1s not supported nor would be pursued as the revenue generated by the pay parking
helps to offset associated common strata costs and taxes. Providing any free parking would thus
have a negative impact for tenants. However, at their own discretion, tenants have the ability to
make special arrangements to validate parking as some restaurants have done in the past (e.g.,
Mandalay Bay).

Given the above responses, staff conclude that implementing pay parking for City facilities
would be a more probable option to “level the playing field” between free and pay public parking
sites than the prospect of the administrators of the existing pay parking lots providing free
parking by offering any rebates to customers.

53  Traffic Calming on Chatham Street and Bayview Street

A 30 kan/h speed limit is currcntly 1n place for the Steveston Village core bounded by No. 1
Road, Bayview Street, 3 Avenue, and Chatham Street. In light of the concerns expressed
regarding speedmg, staff support cxtendmg the boundary of the 30 km/h speed limit on Chatham
Street from 3™ Avenue west to 7" Avenue to provide consistency along the length of the street.
Following implementation, staff will continue to monitor vehicle speeds to determine if further
traffic calming measures are needed.

The recommended streetscape visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street include curb
bulges at each intersection, whzch are a proven traffic calming measure, and temporary curb
bulges on Chatham Street at 4™ Avenue are currently in place. Staff would ensure that the
design of new bulges can accommodate the tuming movements of trucks and buses.
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Attachment 2

Long-Term Streetscape Visions for

City of Bayview Street & Chatham Street:
. Public Feedback Form
RlChmOnd 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, 8C VBY 2C1

The City has initiated a planning process to develop long-term streetscape visions for Bayview Street
and Chatham Street in Steveston Village.

The purpose of this City initiative is to inform you, seek your input on the important elements that
should be included in the planning concepts and identify your preferred vision for each street.

Your views will be considered by Council.

1. 1live:
0 In Richmond within 400 m of Steveston Village
0 In Richmond between 400 m and 1 km of Steveston Village
Q In Richmond beyond 1 km of Steveston Village
0 Outside of Richrnond

2. 1visit Steveston Village:
0 Frequently (more than 3 times per week) T Slightly Often {(once per month)
0 Very Often (1--3 times per week) O Not at All Often (1-10 times per year)
{ Moderately Often (2-3 times per month) (1 Other (please specify}

3. |travel to Steveston Village most often by:
{1 Vehicle as a Driver or Passenger 0 Walking U Bicycle {0 Scooter
I Transit Q Other (please specify)

4. | think that the number of public parking spaces (free and pay) in Steveston Village is (Board 2):
U Much Too Many (1 Slightly Too Many 0 Much Too Few 13 Slightly Too Few
1 About the Right Number O Other (please specify)

5. | think that the existing streetscape of Bayview Street should be improved (Board 3).
0 Strongly Agree O Agree 0O Neutral
(1 Strongly Disagres (1 Disagree 0 Don't Know/Unsure
0 Other (please specify)

6. | think that the following elements within the pedestrian realm of Bayview St are important:

0 Continuous Sidewalks 3 Improved Accessibility (e.q., curb ramps)
0 Wider Sidewslks {J Benches/Seating

0 Maintain Green Space on North Side O Improved Lighting

0 More Marked Crosswalks 0 More Bicycle Parking

01 Shorter Street Crossing Distance {1 Other (please specify)

Please refer to the display boards as you fill out the feedback form.

3845403 Page 10of 3
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Attachment 2 Cont'd

7. | have the following comments on Options 1 through 3 for Bayview Street {Boards 4-6):
Option 1 (Board 4)
| think these features are important; | think these features are NOT important:

Ogption 2 (Board 5)

1 think these features are important. | think these features are NOT important:
Opticn 3 (Board 8)
I think these features are imporiant: I think these features are NOT important:

8. 1| prefer the following streetscape vision for Bayview Street:
0 Option 1 0 Optlion 2 O Option 3 {0 Dor't Know/Unsure
0 Cther (please specify)

9. | think that the existing streetscape of Chatham Street should be improved {Board 7).
0 Strongly Agree 0 Agree 0 Neutral
{J Strongly Disagree U Disagree a Don't Know/Unsure
L1 Other (please specify)

10. | think that the following elements within the pedestrian realm of Chatham St are important:

0 Continuous Sidewalks 11 Wider Sidewalks U More Marked Crosswalks
O Shorter Street Crossing Distance 0 More Street Trees & Improved Accessibility (e.g., curb ramps)
0O Benches/Seating ¥ Improved Lighting 1 More Bicycle Parking

3 OCther (piease specify)

Please refer to the display boards as you fill out the feedback form.

3845403 Page20i2
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Attachment 2 Cont'd

11. 1 have the following comments on Options 1 through 3 for Chatham Street (Boards 8-10):
Option 1 (Board 8}
| think these features are important: | think these features are NOT important:

Option 2 (Board 9)
I think these features are important; | think these features are NOT important:

Option 3 (Board 10}
I think these features are important: } think these fealures are NOT important:

12. | prefer the following streetscape vision for Chatham Street:

1 Option 1 Q Option 2 0 Option 3 G Den't Know/Unsure
Q Other (please specify)

Please fill out the survey form and return it to the City by Monday, May 13, 2013.

+ Mail it to the City of Richmond, 6311 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VB8Y 2C1 to the
attention of Joan Caravan, Transportation Planner; or

e Fax it to the City of Richmond at 604-276-4052 (fax); or

e Email it to the City of Richmond at transportation@richmond.ca; or

» Filt it out online at the City's website and at www letstalkrichmond.ca; or
e Leave it in the drop off boxes provided at this Public Open House.

Thank you for your participation.

Please refer to the display boards as you filf out the feedback form.

3845403 Page 3of3
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Attachment 3

Bayview and Chatman Streetscape Vision

A strategic alternative by the Richmond Active Transportation Committee

As members of the Richmond Active Transportation Committee, our mandate is to provide
input and feedback on the design and implementation of City projects that affect the network
of infrastructure that can be used by active transportation modes now and into the future. As
related to the Long-Term Streetscape Visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street, we feel
that some design features would improve the pedestrian and cycling experience while others
would erode the long term viability of non-motorized modes that have long contributed to the
success of Steveston Village as desirable place to live, visit and do business.

Goals we support

Increased pedestrian friendliness

Improved safety for pedestrians and cyclists
Adherence to 2041 Official Community Plan
Increased parking for non-motorized modes

Goals we do not support

Increased parking supply: Parking for private automobiles is very space-intensive
and compromises the amount of public space available for other users. The increased
automobile traffic that increased parking supply supports is often detrimental to the
safety and desirability of non-motorized modes. We believe that demand management
measures such as encouraging employees of Steveston businesses not to park in the
centre of Steveston Village.

Streetscape features we support

Pedestrian Crossings: An increased number of pedestrian crossings along desire lines
with curb cuts

Shared space: Local streets used mainly for access instead of through automobile
traffic may be designated as shared spaces. Shared spaces are streets designed to

be shared between all users - pedestrians, cyclists, children, as well as slow-moving,
cautiously driven motor vehicles with minimal use of artificial traffic control measures
such as stop signs and sidewalks. Past implementations in other cities have generally
seen significant reductions in major collisions causing injury or damage.

Protected cycling facilities: Where traffic speeds are high, protected cycle tracks offer
safety for non-motorized users and less uncertainty for drivers.

Improved pavement markings: Especially at busy intersections, improved pavement
markings such as the green treatment and sharrows can provide novice users
assurance that they are in the right place,

Sufficient sidewalk space: Pedestrians typically want a social experience and prefer
walking beside family members and friends instead of in single file. We support the
widening of sidewalks where necessary to improve the pedestrian experience.
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Staff Report
Origin
On June 17, 2013, Port Metro Vancouver (Port) invited Richmond and other Port stakeholders to
attend one of the following Phase 3 Land Use Plan Stakeholder Workshops: June 18, 2013 in
Vancouver, June 20, 2013 in Richmond, or June 26, 2013 in Surrey. Richmond staff attended

the June 20, 2013 Workshop. This report summarizes the Workshop discussion and makes
recommendations to address a Council priority - that of protecting agricultural land.

The protection of agricultural land in Richmond has always been a priority for Richmond
Council, as it is limited and essential to the City’s sustainability, and residents’ livelihood and
employment. Council has repeatedly stated this, for example, in its 1999 and new 2041 Official
Community Plans (OCP). In 2008, the Port purchased the 200 acre Gilmore Farms lands and
more purchases may come. The City of Richmond continues to object to any Port expansion or
use of agricultural land. One way to protect agricultural lands is to request the Port to state in its
Land Use Plan that it will not use agricultural land for port uses. As the deadline to comment on
the draft Land Use Plan is July 31, 2013, there is an opportunity, before the final Plan is drafted,
to ask the Port to state in its Land Use Plan that it will not use or expand its operations on
agricultural land.

2011 — 2014 Council Term Goals
The report addresses the following 2011 - 2014 Council Term Goal:

— 7. Managing Growth and Development.

Background

Information Sources

Background information is provided in the following attachments:

~ Afttachment 1 - Phase 3, Stakeholder Workshop Discussion Guide, Land Use Plan Update,
June 2013,

— Attachment 2 - Phase 2, Consultation Summary Report, Land Use Plan, March 2013, and

— Attachment 3 - Excerpts of Port Comments Regarding Port Land Use Planning and
Acquisition, July 2013.

Port Planning Phases
The preparation of the Port Land Use Plan (Plan) involves following phases:

— Phase 1: Information Gathering - Completed:
Gathering information of the top priorities for stakeholders, communities and First Nations
which was combined with research regarding industry trends, port best practices and the
Port’s vision, mission and mandate to gain a better understanding of the major themes that
should be addressed in the Land Use Plan.

—  Phase 2: Developing Goals, Obijectives and Policy Directions - Completed:
Drafting Goals, Objectives and Policy Directions and receiving feedback on them.

— Phase 3: Drafting The Plan — Currently Underway to the Fall 2013:
For the June 20, 2013 Port Workshop, the Port provided a Discussion Guide (Attachment 1)
which included draft: (1) Goals, Objectives and Policy Directions, (2) Planning Areas, and

3907097 PLN - 101



July 8, 2013 -3-

(3) Land and Water Designations. The key objectives of the Workshop were to: explain the
Port’s Land Use Plan update process and the function of the final Plan, present revised Land
Use Plan goals, objectives and policy directions from Phase 2, and gather input on draft land
and water use designations. .

Richmond staff have supplied the Port with the necessary City mapping use (e.g., the 2041
Official Community Plan, area plans, zoning, its Fraser Estuary Management Program
designations) and are following up with face to face discussions with the Port to ensure
accuracy.

— Phase 4: Finalizing the Plan - Not Yet Started: Fall 2013 into 2014
During Phase 4, the Port will be finalizing the Plan and releasing the full draft Land Use Plan
for consultation with stakeholders, First Nations and the wider community.

Summary of City - Port Discussions and Correspondence

Since the Port’s land use planning process began, Richmond staff have participated by attending
at least five Port workshops and additional meetings, a Richmond General Manager has written
the Port and Richmond’s Mayor has written the Minister of Transport Canada to repeatedly
request that the Port not use agricultural land for Port purposes or expansion (Attachments 4
and 5 contain the Richmond letters). Similar requests have been made by staff of the BC
Ministry of Agriculture, the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC), Metro Vancouver and Delta,
and environmental and agricultural citizen groups.

The Port’s Phase Consultation Summary Report (Attachment 2) indicates that the Port has heard
Richmond’s requests that the Port not expand on agricultural land, as it states: “‘Participants felt
that it was important to balance competing interests, and nowhere was this more evident than in
the discussions around preserving industrial land and protecting agricultural land. Agricultural
land was seen by many as being threatened by port expansion. A frequently voiced perspective
was that agricultural lands should not be used for port expansion”.

Analysis

Staff have reviewed the Port’s draft Land Use Plan to see if there are any draft policies to protect
agricultural land from Port use or expansion. There no evidence that the Port has taken into
account the protection of agricultural land and the draft Port plan contains no policies to protect
agricultural land from Port use or expansion.

The Port’s Web Site, “Frequently Asked Questions and Answers” section states the following:

- Question: Are you going to consider the future use of agricultural land owned by the Port as
part of your land use plan?

—  Port Answer: The process to update the Land Use Plan will explore appropriate uses for
agricultural lands owned by the Port. The Port respects that agricultural land is an important
issue for communities and other regulatory authorities. We invite all those interested in this
topic to participate in the process to update our Land Use Plan so we can ensure your views
are considered as we develop policies for the use of agricultural land.

While the Port has stated above that it will explore appropriate uses for agricultural lands owned
by the Port and consider stakeholder and public views as they prepare policies for the use of
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agricultural land, there is no evidence that the Port has explored or considered how to protect or
avoid using agricultural lands.

Richmond and Metro Vancouver’s Land Use Planning Policies

While Richmond in its 2041 OCP and Metro Vancouver in the 2040 Regional Growth Strategy
have better addressed protecting agricultural, the Port has not similarly indicated in its draft Plan
that it will not use or expand on agricultural lands.

Richmond’s 2041 Employment Lands Strategy states that the ALR should continue to be
protected and there is no need to remove land from the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) to meet
the City’s 2041 employment land needs. As well, the 2041 OCP and 2041 Employment Lands
Strategy indicate that Richmond’s current industrial land supply is approximately 4,216 acres
and by retaining these lands, in 2041 Richmond will need 3,561 acres and may possibly have a
surplus of 642 acres of industrial lands. These City policies both protect industrial Jands and
provide an opportunity for the Port to expand and operate without using agricultural land.

To support this point, staff looked to see if in Richmond any Port lands have been lost to non -
Port uses in the recent past. The results are that, since 1999, OCP lands designated for Industrial
(e.g., port) use have not been reduced and remain at approximately 4,216 acres. This excludes
the Port’s recently purchased Gilmore Farms lands. The review also indicated that there has
been a seven (7) fold increase in developed Port lands, from approximately nine (9) developed
acres in 1999, to 70 developed acres in 2011. The City has also suggested that the Port consider
acquiring non agricultural lands along the South Arm of the Fraser River for Port purposes.
These examples indicate some of the ways in which Richmond’s land uses policies support the
Port without affecting agricultural land.

Polential Port Lands In The Metro Vancouver Region

While the Port has not indicated where in the Metro Vancouver Region it will expand, there are
non agricultural lands in the Region which the Port could use (e.g., industrial waterfront lands in
Port Moody). City staff have advised Port staff to consider these possibilities. With these Port
expansion opportunities on non agricultural lands in the Region, Richmond does not consider it
acceptable that the Port use or expand on Richmond’s agricultural lands.

Summary

There i1s one more opportunity for the City to request the Port not to use agricultural land, before
the Plan is drafted. After the Plan is drafted, while there will be further consultation and
opportunities to comment on the Plan, it may be more difficult to change. To take advantage of
this opportunity, staff recommend that Council, once again, request the Port to state in its Land
Use Plan that it will not expand or operate on agricultural land, and advise the Minister of
Transport Canada, the BC Miuister of Agriculture, the Chair of the BC Agricultural Land
Commission, the Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver municipalities of the
recommendation.

Financial impact

None

1907097 PLN - 103



PLN - 104



PLN - 105



PLN - 106



PLN - 107



PLN - 108



PLN - 109



PLN - 110



PLN - 111



PLN - 112



PLN - 113



PLN - 114



PLN - 115



PLN - 116



PLN - 117



PLN - 118



PLN - 119



PLN - 120



PLN - 121



PLN - 122



PLN - 123



PLN - 124



PLN - 125



PLN - 126



PLN - 127



PLN - 128



PLN - 129



PLN - 130



PLN - 131



PLN - 132



PLN - 133



PLN - 134



PLN - 135



PLN - 136



PLN - 137



PLN - 138



PLN - 139



PLN - 140



PLN - 141



PLN - 142



PLN - 143



PLN - 144



PLN - 145



PLN - 146



PLN - 147



PLN - 148



PLN - 149



PLN - 150



PLN - 151



PLN - 152



PLN - 153



PLN - 154



ATTACHMENT 3
July 8, 2013
Excerpts of Port Comments Regarding
Port Land Use Planning And Acquisition.

1. Purpose
The purpase of this section is to present relevant excerpts from Port Metro Vancouver's planning documents
regarding Port land use landing and land acquisition

2. What is the Port Metro Vancouver Land Use Plan?

The Canada Marine Act requires each Canadian port authority to have a Land Use Plan that contains objectives and
policies for the physicat development of the property it manages. The Port's current Land Use Plan is a compilation
of three separate plans from each of the region’s former port authorities that amalgamated in 2008 to form Port Metro
Vancouver. In 2011, Port Metro Vancouver completed a strategic visioning initiative called "Port 2050” which
contains the following Vision: To be the most efficient and sustainabie Gateway for the customers we serve,
benefiting communities locally and across the nation. The Port's Land Use Plan will help the Port achieve its 2050
Vision and needs for the next 15 to 20 years (e.g., 2028 - 2033).

3. Scope of the Land Use Plan

Port staff advise that the Land Use Plan will attempt to: (1) establish a single unified Port management system for
Port land and water designations from the three former port authorities, (2) resolve inconsistencies, (3) reconcile
current designations against what is actually on the ground, and (4) identify potential changes. The updated Port
Land Use Plan designations are to apply to all lands and waters under the Porl’s jurisdiction, including the Head
Lease areas. The Port advises that municipal land use designations will be key factors in preparing the Port's
designations due o the interdependencies of the water with the upland.

4. The Port's Web site “Frequently Asked Questions and Answers Section”
The Port's Web site "Frequently Asked Questions and Answers Section” states the following:

(1) Question: Are you going to consider the future use of agricultural land owned by the Port as part of your land use
plan?

- Port Answer: The process {o update the Land Use Plan will explore appropriate uses for agricuttural lands
owned by the Port. The Port respects that agricultural land is an important issue for communities and other
regulatory authorities. We invite all those interested in this topic to pariicipate in the process to update our
Land Use Plan so we can ensure your views are considered as we develop palicies for the use of
agricultural land,

(2) Question: What is the Port’s position an the region’s industrial land supply?

- Port Answer: The retention of a viable industrial land base in the region is critical to a strong local economy.
Although the demand for industrial land in our region continues to rise, the supply of such lands is declining
as it comes under increasing pressure for redevelopment to other uses that provide a more immediate return
on investment. We wish to work with all other jurisdictions having authority over land use in the region to
reverse this trend.

(3) Question: Is the Land Use Plan the same as a zoning bylaw? Is it a master plan?
~  Port Answer; The Land Use Plan will be less specific than a zoning bylaw. It will identify appropriate types of
uses for Port lands and water pbut it will not include specific development criteria such as the location of
buildings or how big lots should be. The Land Use Plan is not the same as a master plan either. Where a
master plan may look at the entire operations of a Por, the Land Use Plan will focus primarily on land use
and related interests. Rather than designate lands for specific commodities, the Land Use Plan will identify a
range of uses that would be appropriate to develop on any given parcel.

5. Port Metro Vancouver's Phase 3 Stakeholder Workshops Discussion Guide
The Phase 3 Stakeholder Workshops Discussion Guide (Attachment 1) comments on the Richmond portions of the
Port, as foilows:

{1) Planning Area 1: Fraser River - North and Middle Arm

—~  The North and Middle Arms of the Fraser River extend from the North Arm Jetty and Sturgeon Bank to the
end of Poplar Island. The area borders The University of British Columbia, Vancouver International Airport,
the municipalities of Vancouver, Richmond, Burnaby and New Westminster, and the reserve lands of the
Musqueam Indian Band.

- The North and Middle Arm of the Fraser River consist of domestic and local navigation channels, which are
relatively shallow in depth. Currently, the area is primarily used for log storage, industrial, commercial,
conservation and recreational uses.
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Challenges: Future port-related uses in this area will likely continue to include a mix of existing uses with
moderate growth expected. One of the external challenges facing this planning area include the conversion
of existing industrial uplands to residential or other non-industrial uses, further limiting the stock of industrial
lands in the area.

{2) Planning Area 2: Fraser River - South Arm

The Fraser River South Arm extends from Sand Heads to west of the Port Mann Bridge and is the main area
of port activity on the Fraser River. The area borders the municipalities of Richmond, Delta, Surrey, New
Westminster, and Coquitlam. A portion of the South Arm is within the Provincial Head-Lease Area, which
consists of Provincial lands and waters managed by Port Metro Vancouver. The South Arm of the Fraser
River is considered a deep-sea shipping channel, with facilities designed to accommodate deep-sea and
shortsea shipping. This includes three deep-sea terminals: Fraser Wharves in Richmond and Fraser Surrey
Docks in Surrey, both of which handle a variety of bulk and break bulk products; and Wallenius Wilhelmsen
Logistics (WWL) in New Westminster, which specializes in automobiles. The Richmond Logistics Hub also
provides important warehousing and intermodal capabilities for the area and the porl in general. In 2012,
approximately 27 million metric tonnes of cargo moved through the South Arm. In addition, there is a wide
variety of port-related industrial and commercial uses such as ship repair, ship building, marinas, fuelling
facilities, log storage and river-related commercial activities. Conservation and recreation uses also exist
throughout this area. This area will continue to be the main hub of shipping and goods movement in the
Fraser River, with anlicipated intensification of use and growth in all sectors including bulk, break bulk, liquid
bulk and other commaodities.

Challenges: There will also be additional pressures from non-port-owned industrial lands for water access,
particularly as industrial lands in other areas of the Port become more limited. Like other areas of the Port,
the South Arm of the Fraser River is also facing the continued conversion of existing industrial uplands to
residential and other non-industrial uses by neighbouring municipalities. This may create the potential {o
increase conflicts between port-related and non-industrial uses in the community. Mitigation measures to
tessen impacts will need to be considered by municipalities, proponents and PMV when looking at port-
related and non-port related developments in these areas. Future port-related uses in this area will likely
continue to include a mix of existing uses with moderate growth expected. One of the external challenges
facing this planning area include the conversion of existing industrial uplands o residential or other non-
industrial uses, further limiting the stock of industrial lands in the area.

8. Discussion Guide Policy Directions:

3907097

1.1 Protect the industriat land base to support port and related activities into the future.

- 1.1.1 Preserve the lands and waters under the Port’s jurisdiction to support current and future port
activities.

- 1.1.2 Collaborate with other land use authorities fo protect the region's industrial land base.

- 1.1.3 Collaborate with local, regional and provincial governments and First Nations to identify
opportunities to improve the compatibility of port and adjacent land uses across jurisdictional
boundaries.

1.2 Optimize the use of existing port lands and waters.

- 1.2.1 Intensify the use and development of port lands to achieve the highest feasible operational
capacities within the existing land base, considering the impacts intensified use may have on adjacent
communities, fransportation networks and the environment.

- 1.2.2 Promote the use and development of port lands and waters in a manner that takes advantage of
a site's unique physical and geographical attributes in its broader context.

- 1.2.3 Manage new port development to create synergies and efficiencies between adjacent activities
and uses.

1.3 Ensure the availability of a land base within the region that is sufficient to support future port and port-
refated activities.

- 1.3.1 Consider acquisition of sites fo protect their availability for future port use, giving priority to lands
that demonstrate ready access to shipping and/or transportation networks and close proximity to
existing Port Metro Vancouver holdings.

— 1.3.2 Consider the creation of new land for future port uses, such as new terminal development and
environmental mitigation, when suitable existing lands are not expected to be available,

- 1.3.3 Develop a coordinated approach to anticipating and responding to property and infrastructure
impacts, such as those associated with climate change, including sea level rise and more
frequent/extireme flood events.
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Draft Plan policy 4.3.4 states that the Port will “"Consider applicable plans of municipalities, First Nations and
other agencies when developing Port plans and sirategies”

from interested and affected parties on any potential change of the land use designation applicable o those
lands as part of a process fo amend the Land Use Plan.”

Prepared By
Policy Planning
City of Richmond
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ATTACHMENT 4

NS Clty of 6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, 8C V&Y 2C1

RiChmond ) | www.richmond.ca

July 3, 2012 : Planning and Development Deparfment
File: 01-0140-20-PMVA1/2012-Vol 01 Fax: 604-276-4222
Peter Xotta

Vice-President, Planning & Operations

Port Metro Vancouver

100 The Pointe, 999 Canada Place
Vancouver, BC V6C 3T4

Dear Mr. Xofta:
Re: Proposed Port Metro Vancouver Land Use Plan and Implications to Richmond

The purpose of this letter is to summarize Richmond’s key comments in response to the Proposed
Land Use Plan of Port Metro Vancouver (PMV). These comments were previously expressed to
PMYV staff at the April 16, 2012 Richmond General Purposes Committee meeting, various senior
staff meetings between the two agencies over last year and more recently, by Richmond staff at the
PMV’s Phase 1 Spring 2012 Land Use Plan Stakeholder Workshops and Public Open Houses.

Firstly, we would like to thank you for consulting with Richmond as the PMV updates its Land Use
Plan. We understand that the PMV’s current Land Use Plan is a compilation of the land use plans
of the previous three ports whi¢h were amalgamated in 2008 and that this will be the first
amalgamated Port Land Use Plan.

As the PMV’s Land Use Plan would have significant implications to Richmond, especially in land
use and transportation, we reiterate our key issues as outlined below:

1. Infrusion into Agricultural Land

As clearly stated by Council at the Richmond Gengral Purposes Committee and staff, expanding
Port facilities into the Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), or on City Official Community
Plan designated and agriculturally zoned land is of grave concern to the City of Richmond. As
such, Richmond strongly opposes any further PMV’s property acquisitions similar to the Gilmore
Land purchase which may convert agricultural lands to port industrial uses in the future. This
agricultural land intrusion is fundamentally contrary to the City’s long term land use vision as
agricultural lands are limited and necessary for sustainable agricultural food production and
security which cannot be replaced. If and when Port expansion in Richmond is necessary, PMV
should seriously consider expansion only to other existing industrial zoned Jands adjacent to the
Fraser Richmond site while preserving the existing adjacent agricultural properties (including the
Gilmore Lands) for agricultural purposes. '
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2. Implications of PMV’s Expansion Plan on Richmond’s Infrastructure

Richmond requests that PMV continues to work closely with the City regarding its port expansion
plans. This is important as the City’s land use and transportation plans do not account for the
increased Port industrial footprints and related infrastructure. Hence, any gaps in meeting the
infrastructural needs, including funding, to support PMV’s growth must be jointly identified early
on in the planning stages. As PMYV is not required to pay Development Cost Charges like other
developers and Richmond has limited resources to fund the necessary local infrastructure
improvements, this funding issue must be addressed by the Port so the City will not bear the
financial burden of the upgrades.

3. PMV’s Deltaport Expansion Truck Impact Study

Since February 2012, Richmond has repeatedly requested a copy of the truck impact study
undertaken as part of PMV’s Deltaport Container Capacity Improvement Program. The findings of
this study will provide valuable information to the City in undertaking the future transportation
improvements for goods movement in the area of the PMV’s properties in Richmond. Information
from this study can also be used for the current plauning work on the George Massey Tunnel and
Steveston Interchange by the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. Please advise when
Richmond will be provided with a copy of such study.

4. Continued Coordinated Port and City Planning

Richmond continues to request continued and meaningful consultation into 2013 with the PMV as
it prepares its Plan. Through this collaborative process, Richmond would like to explore ideas fo
achieve mutually acceptable solutions (e.g., recent joint partnership in the Nélson Road Interchange
project) to meet our respective land use and transportation objectives. This approach is necessary
to avoid unilateral decisions made by one party that may significantly affect the other.

"We look forward to your cooperation in addressing the key issues of Richmond as noted above. If
you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me at 604-276-4214.

Yours truly,

Va4
oe Erceg, MCIP
General Manager, flanning & Development
pe: Mayor and Councillors
TAG

Brian Jackson, Director, Development Applications
Victor Wel, Director, Transportation
Terry Crowe, Manager Policy Planning
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i ’ ‘ {' ATTACHMENT 5

C'i’ty of | Malcolm D. Brodie
Richmond Viavor

6911 No.3 Road,
Richmond, BC VY 201

Telephoner 604-276-4123
Fax No: 604-276-4332
wwiyrichmond.ca

Ol ~20- L
October 25, 2012

The Honourable Denis Lebel

Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities
Honse of Commons

Otlawa, Ontatio- K1A 0A6

Dear Minjster Lebel;

Re:  Port Metro Vancouver’s Land Use Planning & YVR’s Proposed Shopping Mall

This is to advise that at its Regular Council meeting held on October 22, 2012, Richmond City Council
announced the following resolution:

() Thai the Honourable Denis Lebel, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities be:

(a)  requested to ask the Federal Governmeént to formally intervene fo stop Port Meiro
Vancouver from using ALR land for Port expansion purposes;

(2) That City ask the Province (e.g., BC Minister of Agriculture, Agricultural Land Commission)
:and Metro Vancouver to support the above intervention in 1(a).

Richmond City Council is very concerned that Port Metro Vancouver will continue to expand on
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) lands. These lands are to be protected by the Province of British
Columbia and the City of Richmond for long-term agricultural use and not for Port expansion. The Port
has already purchased 200 acres of ALR lands north of its current Fraser Richmond site for future Port
expansion. Richmond City Council continues to strongly object to this acquisition and wishes that the
Port would permanently refurn the lands to its former agricultural use through a sale to the farming
community, = Also, there are clear alternatives for Port Metro Vancouver to expand on non-ALR lands.
Furthermore, the recent 2040 Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy encourages Port Metro
Vancouver to expand within the urban footprint and not on ALR lands, as does the City’s proposed 2041
Official Community Plan,
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Richmond City Council would appreciate any effort that you could undertake to stop Port Metro
Vancouver from utilizing ALR lands for Port expansion. ) . A

Yourd truly

Malcolm D.
Mayor
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City of

Report to Committee

e RlChmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: July 8, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ12-619503
Director of Development
Re: Application by Sandhill Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 9080 No. 3 Road from

Assembly (ASY) to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)

Staff Recommendation

1.

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, to redesignate
9080 No. 3 Road from "Community Institutional” to "Neighbourhood Residential” in
Attachment | to Schedule 1, be infroduced and given first reading.

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, having been
considered in conjunction with:

e The City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

e The Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with

Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, having been
considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby
deemed not to require further consultation.

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9043, for the rezoning of
9080 No. 3 Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)", be
introduced and given first reading.

Uy 6

Wayte Cra;g” Z
Dlrcctopﬁf Deveiopment

ELB&g’/
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RZ 12-619503

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To:

Affordable Housing
Law
Policy Planning

CONCURRENCE

5
&

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
7

/

389981
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Staff Report
Origin

Sandhill Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone

9080 No. 3 Road (Attachment A) in order to permit the development of 12 townhouse units
with vehicle access from 9100 No. 3 Road. The original proposal was to rezone the subject site
from Assembly (ASY) to Low Density Townhouses (RTLA4). A Report to Committee
(Attachment B) was taken to Planning Committee on May 22, 2013. In response to the referral
motion carried at the Planning Committee meeting, the applicant has revised the proposal to
rezone the subject site from Assembly (ASY) to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2). A
revised preliminary site plan is contained in Attachment C.

Background

The following referral motion was carried at the May 22, 2013 Planning Committee meeting:

“(1) That the Application by Sandhill Homes Ltd. for rezoning at 9080 No. 3 Road
Jfrom Assembly (ASY) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) be referred back to
staff to examine the issue of green space; and

(2)  That staff examine in general:

(a) the question of repayment of taxes to the City if a permissive tax
exempltion was granted, and

(b) any other principles that may be applied to such applications.”

This supplemental report is being brought forward now to provide a summary of revisions made
to the site plan, history of permissive tax exemption on the subject site, and a discussion on
amenity contributions.

Findings of Fact

Please refer to the attached updated Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment D) for a
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant bylaw requirements. Please
refer to the original Staff Report dated May 10, 2013 (Attachment B) for information pertaining
to related City’s policies and studies, pre-Planning Committee public input and responses, as
well as staff comments on tree retention and replacement, site servicing and frontage
improvements, vehicle access, and covenants and easements currently registered on Title.

Changes Proposed on Site Planning Relating to Green Space

As requested by the adjacent residents of the single-family homes on Rideau Drive, the proposed
outdoor amenity area has been relocated to the south-east corner of the site. The setback from
the proposed two-storey townhouse units to the east property line has been increased from 4.5 m
10 6.36 m,

Other changes to the site plan include the relocation of a visitor parking stall and a slight shift of

the internal drive aisle. These changes will be reviewed in the context of the overall detailed
design of the project, including site design and landscaping at the Development Permit stage.
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History of Permissive Tax Exemption on the Subject Site

The consolidated Eitz Chaim Synagogue site at 8080 Francis Road was granted a tax exemption
until 2004, as the Eitz Chaim Synagogue was demolished in January, 2005. After the

Eitz Chaim Synagogue site was subdivided into two (2) lots in 2005 to facilitate the townhouse
development at 8080 Francis Road, the remnant parcel (1.e., the subject site at 9080 No. 3 Road)
has become taxable and has been taxed at a “Seasonal/Recreational” (Class 08) rate. This class
includes all churches, recreational use land, and non-profile organization’s land, etc.

The total payable property tax is based on assessed value of the property and the assessment
classification. The property taxes paid per square foot of land are comparable between the
Assembly land and the Single-Family Residential land, due to the fact that, while the assessed
value of an Assembly site is less than the value of the residential property, the tax rate for
Assembly properties (i.e. Class 08) is higher than the rate for Residential properties (i.e. Class
01). Upon submission of the rezoning application, BC Assessment was advised that the subject
site at 9080 No. 3 Road is a potential redevelopment site and should be taxed at a “Residential”
(Class 01) rate.

Since no permissive tax exemption has been granted to the subject site since it was created in
2005, no repayment of taxes is warranted.

Amenity Contributions — Conversion of Community Institutional Land

Based on Council’s May 24, 2011 revised “Community Institutional” Assemble Use Policy and
the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP), no community benefits were sought as part of the
proposed conversion of Assembly lands. Without clear policy direction on other principles that
may be applied to such applications, staff worked with the applicant to respond to Planning
Committee’s concern regarding the lack of additional amenity contributions when redesignating
Assembly lands for the purpose of redevelopment. The developer advised that the purchase
agreement for the subject site was negotiated and agreed to based on the above Policy and OCP,
and that there is no room in their pro forma to provide additional contributions based on the
density at 0.6 Floor Area Ratio (FAR). However, the developer has agreed to provide an
additional voluntarily contribution in the amount of $35,000 to the City’s Affordable Housing
Fund Reserve in exchange for a modest density increase of 0.05 FAR.

Options
Two (2) options are appropriate to proceed with this application:

Option 1: Approve the proposed rezoning to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) with no
additional amenity contribution.

This option complies with the Council’s May 24, 201! Revised “Community Institutional”
Assemble Use Policy and the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP), but does not address
Planning Committee’s concems discussed at the May 22, 2013 Planning Committee meeting.
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Option 2. Approve the proposed rezoning to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2) with an
additional amenity contribution in the amount of $35,000. (Recommended)

This option addresses Planning Committee’s concerns regarding the lack of amenity
contributions when redesignating lands from Assembly use to other OCP designations for the
purpose of redevelopment. By allowing a higher density at 0.65 FAR (instead of 0.6 FAR), the
developer agrees to provide an additional voluntary amenity contribution, in the amount of
$35,000, to the City’s Affordable Housing Fund Reserve.

The proposed zoning will be revised from “Low Dcnsity Townhouses (RTL4)” (at 0.60 FAR) to
“Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” (at 0.65 FAR). Staff support the proposed amendment
to the proposal based on the following:

¢ (.65 FAR is still within the normal density range outside the City Centre.

¢ According to the Arterial Road Policy, additional density may be considered where
additional community benefits are provided; in this case, additional Affordable Housing
Contribution over and beyond the amount required in accordance to the City’s Affordable
Housing Strategy.

e The number of units proposed will remains at 12 units.

e The proposed height, siting, and orientation of the buildings generally remains the same
as the previous plan, except that additional floor areas are to be added to the 2-storey
duplex units at the southeast corner of the site, with a larger setback to the east property
line.

e The subjectsite is located on a transit route and in proximity to local commercial.
Conclusion

The site plan is revised to address the neighbouring residents’ request to have a larger
green/buffer area on-site between the proposed townhouse units and the existing adjacent
single-family homes.

No repayment of taxes is warranted because no permissive tax exemption has been granted to the
site since it was created.

An additional voluntary amenity contribution to the City’s Affordable Housing Fund Reserve, in
the amount of $35,000, is to be provided by the developer for redesignating lands from
Assembly use to other OCP designations for the purpose of redevelopment. The revised list of
rezoning considerations is included as Attachment E (signed concurrence on file).

The proposed 12-unit townhouse development is consistent with the 2041 Official Community
Plan (OCP) regarding the conversion of Assembly sites along major arterial roads. Overall, the
proposed land use, site plan, and building massing complement the surrounding neighbourhood.
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Based on the above, staff recommend that the proposed Official Community Plan Amendment
and rezoning of 9080 No. 3 Road to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM?2) be approved.

it

i

& e P ,,,..M’:mm

Edwin Lee
Planning Technician — Design
(604-276-4121)

EL:blg

Attachment A:Location Map

Attachment B: Report to Committee dated May 10, 2013
Attachment C: Revised Site Plan

Attachment D:Updated Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment E: Updated Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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ATTACHMENT B

Report to Committee

Richmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Commitiee Date: May 10, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 12-618503
Director of Development
Re: Application by Sandhill Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 9080 No. 3 Road from

Assembly (ASY) to Low Density Townhouses {(RTL4)

Staff Recommendation

1.

That Official Comununity Plan Amendment Bylaw 9030, to redesignate 9080 No. 3 Road
from "Community Institutional” to "Neighbouwrbood Residential" in Attachment 1 to
Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, be introduced and given first reading.

That Bylaw 9030, having been considered in conjunction with:

o the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program,

o the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

i1s hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)a) of the Local Government Act.

That Bylaw 9030, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation.

. That Bylaw 9031, for the rezoning of 9080 No. 3 Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to "Low

Density Townhouses (RTLA4)", be introduced and given first reading.

Wa P
Director of Pevelopment
EL:kt
Att.
REPORT CONCURRENCE
RouTeD To: _ CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENGE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Affordable Housing [{;{/ / %} 2/4/4 //7;

Law g/

Policy Planning

/

3839351
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Staff Report
Origin

Sandhill Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richunond for permission to rezoune

9080 No. 3 Road (Atfacbmept 1) from Assembly (ASY) to Low Density Townhouses (RTLA4)
in order to permit the development of 12 townhouse wits with vebicle access from 9100 No. 3
Road. A preliminary site plan, building elevations, and landscape plan are contained in
Attachment 2.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 3).

Surrounding Development

To the North: A vacant site zoned Gas and Service Stations (CG1) at the comner of
Francis Road and No. 3 Road.

To the East:  Existing 28 unit three-storey townhouse development to the northeast at
8080 Francis Road and single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached
(RSI/E) to the southeast, fronting Rideau Drive.

To the South: Recently approved |8 unit two- to three-storey townhouse development at
9100 No. 3 Road.

To the West:  Across No. 3 Road, existing two-storey apartment buildings on lots in Land Use
Contract (LUC100).

Background

The subject site formerly contained two (2) single-family hornes (9060 and 9080 No. 3 Road)
the 1980's.

On August 26, 1991, Council adopted Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 5683 and
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 5684 to designate 9080 No. 3 Road (the original single-family
parcel) and 8100 & 8120 Francis Road (presently 8080 Francis Road) “Public, Institutional and
Open Space” (presently “Community Institutional™); and to rezone the site to “Assembly District
(ASYY)"” (presently “Assembly (ASY)”) to allow the Etiz Chaimy Synagogue to construct and
expand a modemized Synagogue at the site (REZ 90-147).

On February 17, 1992, Council adopted Official Commurity Plan Amendment Bylaw 5827 and
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 5828 to desiguate 9060 No. 3 Road “Public, Institutional and Open
Space” (presently “Community Institutional™); and to rezone the site to “Assembly District
(ASY)” (presently “Assembly (ASY)") to allow this lot be included in the Etiz Chaim
Synagogue expansion proposal (REZ 91-283).

Subsequently, 9060 & 9080 No. 3 Road and 8100 & 8120 TFrancis Road were consolidated into
one site for Assembly purposes — 8080 Francis Road (the consolidated Synagogue site);
however, the new Synagogue was never built on this Assembly site.

3839351
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On January 24, 2006, Council adopted Zomng Amendment Bylaw 7860 to rezone the north-
eastern portion of the consolidated Synagogue site to “Comprehensive Development District
(CD/159)” (presently “Town Housing (2T62) — Francis Road™) to permit the development of 28
three-storey townhouses (RZ 03-243383). The Development Permit for the 28 unit townhouse
development was issued on February 27, 2006 (DP (3-247945).

To facililate the proposed townhouse development fronting Francis Road, the consolidated
Synagogue site was subdivided into two (2) lots (8D 03-254712) in May 24, 2005:

¢ 8080 Francis Road - zoned “Town Housing (ZT62) -~ Francis Road” with a 28 unit
townhouse development; and

e 9080 No. 3 Road (suhject site of this report) - zoned “Assembly (ASY)", and is currently
vacant.

Related Policies & Studies

Council’s May 24, 2011 Revised “Community Institutional” Assembly Use Policy

On May 24, 201 L, Council approved the following policy to manage the conversion of assembly
sites:
s "Whereas applications to redesignate from " Community Institutional ” to other OCP
designations for the purpose of redevelopment will be enitertained and brought
Sorward via the Planning Commiltee for consideration, withour the need to retuin
assembly uses. This represents a change in approach as historically redesignation of
"Community Institutional” sites has been discowraged; and

s Whereas staff will ensure that typical development elements fe.g. access, parking,
layout, tree protection, elc.) are reviewed und evaluated, and

s Whereas staff will negotiate typical development requirements (e.g. child care, public
arl, Affordable Housing Strategy requirements, servicing upgrades, erc.) but will not
specifically vequire a “community benefit” provision; and

e  Whereas each application will be brought forward to Planning Committee for
consideration on u case by case basis as quickly as possible;

e THEREFORE be it resolved, that when proposals 10 rezone Assembly zoned land or
to change the OCP designation of such land come forward, Staff and Council will
each review and address such applications on a case by cuse basis.”

2041 Official Community Plan (OCP)

The above palicy has been incorporated into the 2041 OCP as follows:

Chapter 3, Section 3.2 Neighbourhood Character and Sense of Place, Objective 2: Enhance
neighbourhood character and sense of place by considering community values, Policy ¢ states:

“applications lo re-designate from "“Community Institutional " to other OCP designations
and to rezone Assembly zoned land for the purpose of redevelopment will be considered on a
case by case busis.

s without the need (0 retain assembly uses,

3330351
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o subject 10 typical development requivements (e.g., access; parking, layout; tree
preservation; child care; public art; Affordable Housing Strategy requirements;
servicing upgrades; efc.).”

Jt is on the basis of the May 24, 2011 Counci) Resolution and the 2041 OCP policy that this
application has been reviewed. Should Council wish to revisit the need for community benefit as
part of the conversion of Institution lands, this application should be referred back to staff for
further analysis. V

Arterial Road Policy

The 2041 OCP Bylaw 9000 Arterial Road Redevelopinent Policy is supportive of multiple-
family residential developments along certain arterial roads with these sites being identified oo
the Arterial Road Development Map. Although the subject site is not specifically identified on
the Arterial Road Development Map for townhouse development, it meets the location criteria
set out in the OCP for additional new townhouse areas; e.g., within walking distance (800 m) of
a Neighbourhood Centre (Broadmoor Shopping Centre) and within 400 m of a Commercial
Service use (neighbouthood commercial establishments at the northeast corner of Francis Road
and No. 3 Road). The subject site is also located adjacent to other existing and approved
townhouse developments fronting Francis Road and No. 3 Road.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction (evel is required prior to rezoning bylaw
adoption.

Affordable Housing Strategy

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund jn
accordance to the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the
applicant is making a cash contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy;
making the payable contribution amount of $28,440.00.

Public Art

The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary contribution in the amount of §0.77 per squase
foot of developable area for the development to the City’s Public Art fund. The amount of the
contribution would be $10,949.40.

Public Input

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the sjte.
Adjacent property owners on Rideau Drive expressed opposition to the proposed residential
development (Attachment 4). A list of public concerns is provided below, along with staff
responses in #talics:

383915

PLN-173



May 10,2013 -5- RZ 12-619503

1.

1839351

Twelve (12) townhouses on the subject site. would be much more invasive to the quality
of life of the adjacent properly owners than the construction of an institutional facility
under Assembly zoning. The site is ideal for health care service uses.

Since a Development Permit is not required for institutional uses at the subject site, the
City would heve more control over the form and characier of a multiple-family
developmen! than an inslitutional development at the subject site.

While the maxinmum building height in both the Assembly (ASY) and Low Density
Townhouses (RTL4) zones are at 12 m (approximartely three-storeys), no three-storey
inferface with existing single-family development is allowed under the Arterial Rood
Policy for townhouse development. In comparison, three-storey buildings may be built
7.5 m coway from the side and rear property lines under Assembly (ASY) zoning. The
developer is proposing to build a two-storey duplex with a 4.5 m setback to the east
property line and an approximately 5.75 in setback to the south property line, The
closest three-storey building proposed onsite will be approximately 18.5 m away from the
northwest corner of the adjacent single-family lot (8311 Rideau Drive). These kinds of
building height and building setbacks will be controlled through the Development Permit
process. \

Parking requirements for Assembly uses would be much higher than for residential use
(10 spaces per 100 m? of gross leasable floor area of building vs. 2.2 spaces per unit). In
addition, parking stalls provided on properties zoned Assembly (ASY) may be located

1.5 m to the rear and interior side lot line. While there is no provision related to parking
stall setbacks in multiple-family residential developments, parking stalls located within
the required yard areas are discouraged. Based on the proposed site layout, no outdoor
parking stall is being proposed adjacent to the neighbouring single-family lot; and this
arrangemen! will be controlled through the Development Permit process, as necessary.

While the Low Density Townhouses (RTLA4) zone permits Town Fousing and secondary
uses that are fypically allowed in Single Detached zones (e.g. Boarding and Lodging,
Minor Community Care Facility, and Home Business), Assembly zone permils higher
inlensity uses such as Education, Private Club, and Religious Assembly as principal uses
and Interment Fucility and Dormitory as secondary uses.

Health Services is not a permitied use in the Assembly (ASY) zone.

Allowing 9080 No. 3 Road to be remaved from the Assembly Jand use designation would
contravene Bylaw 7860 and Bylaw 8533.

Bylaw 8533

Bylaw 8533 was a proposed Official Community Plan Amendment bylaw thai has rnever
been adopted by Council. The purpose of Bylaw 8533 was to add a new OCP policy tind
definition of “Community Instilutional™ lands, to clarify under what conditions existing
religious assembly sites can be converled to other uses outside the City Cenire and not in
the Agricultural Land Reserve (i.e., that at least 50% of the site musi be retained for
religious assembly use and ils onsite parking and the remainder can only be converted fo
built affordable subsidized rental housing, affordable low end market rental housing,
residential community care focilitigs, and alfordable congregate housing, with its own
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parking). This bylaw was never adopted because, instead, Council upproved the Revised
"Community Institutional” Assembly Use Policy on Muy 24, 2011 as discussed in the
Related Policies & Studies section above. The subject proposal complies with the 2041
OCP Commmunity Institution Policy (3.2 Objeciive 2¢).

Bylaw 7860

The purposes of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7860 were:

a. to introduce a new multi-family residential zone envitled Comprehensive
Development Zone (CD/159) (presently “Town Housing (Z162) — Francis Road")
having a maximum floor area ratio of 0.70, a@ maximum building height of 11 m
(36 1.} and a maximum lot coverage of 40%, and

b. fo rezone a portion of 8080 Francis Road from Assembly District (ASY) to

Comprehensive Development District (CD/159), 10 permil development of a 28-
unit three-storey muilti-family complex.

It is noted that a comnuniry benefit provision was in place in the early 2000's when the
consolidated Synagogue site was rezoned to permit a multiple-fanily development (RZ
03-243383). The community benefit provision was intended to discourage land
speculation on sites that have a public benefil, Iike Asseinbly sites. As part of the
rezoning application RZ 03-243383, a volunteer contribution in the amount of §323,000
{0 the City Stalutory Affordable Housing Fund was provided in lieu of on-site community
benefits, Bylaw 7860 does not restyict future redevelopment of the remnant parcel (i.e.
9080 No. 3 Road).

Richmond City Councillors (2004) were quite adamant that the remainder of the Eitz
Chaim property at 9080 No. 3 Road remain as Assembly. Residents concern that the
needed assembly land will be lost as a result of this application.

Staff reviewed the Planning Commiltee Meeling Minutes and the Public Hearing Minules
related to the Eitz Chaim Rezoning Application RZ 03-243383 (Bylaw 7860) but could
nol find any related reference that Council requested the remnant parcel of the
consolidated Synagogue site be retained for Assembly use perpetually. No relafed
covenant is registered on lille.

What Communily benefit is derived by losing scarce Assembly land by allowing 12 town
homes to be built?

As per City policies, the proposal will provide the following community benefits:

o $28.440 00 to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in accordance fo the City’s
Affordable Housing Strategy; -

e $10,949.40 1o the City’s Public Art fund in accordance to the City’s Public Art
Program,

o $5,000 1owards the proposed Audible Pedestrian Sign (APS) system upgrade at
the No.3 Roud/Francis Road intersection;

o A total of $49,000.00 in-liev of on-site indoor amenity space; and
o Servicing Agreement for frontage improvemenis.
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5. There 15 no guarantee that vehicle access to this site through the adjacent townhouse
development would be permitted by the future strata council at 9100 No. 3 Road.

A Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) statutory rights-of-way (ROW) over the internal
drive uisle of the proposed townhouse development al 9100 No. 3 Road, allowing access
toffrom the future townhouse development sites at 9080 No. 3 Road, has been secured as
part of the Rezoning application of 9100 No. 3 Road.

Staff Comments

Trees Retention and Replacement

Tree Removal

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist’s report were submitted in support of the application;
14 on-site trees and one (1) off-sife tree were 1dentified and assessed (see Tree Preservation Plan
in Afttacbment 5).

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist Report and concurs with the
arborist’s recommendation to remove 11 onsite trees as they al] have either existing structural
defects (previously lopped, upper canopy cavities, co-dominant branches with inclusions),
exhibit visible stem decay, or are in decline.

Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal stated ju the Official Community Plan (OCP),

22 replacement trees are required. According to the Preliminary Landscape Plan

(Attachment 2), the developer is proposing to plant L6 new trees on-site; size of replacement
trees and landscape design will be reviewed in detail at the Development Permit stage. Staff will
also work with the landscape architect to explore additional tree planting opportunities at the
Development Permit stage. The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary contribution of
$3,000 to the City's Tree Compensation Fund in lieu of planting the remaining six (6)
replacemenf trees should they not be accommodated on the site.

Tree Prolection

The developer is proposing to retain and protect three (3) onsite trees located along the east
property line and one (1) offsite tree along the north property line. Tree protection fencing is
requited to be installed as per the arborist’s recommendations prior (o any construction activities
occurting on-site. In addition, a contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be
done neay or within the tree protection zone will be required prior fo Developroent Permit
issuance.

In order to ensure that the three (3) protected onsite trees will not be damaged during
construction, a Tree Survival Security will be required as part of the Landscape Letter of Credit
at Development Permit stage to ensure that these trees will be protected. No Landscape Letter of
Credit will be returned until the post-construction assessment report confirming the protected
trees survived the construction, prepared by the arborist, is reviewed by staff.

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after thitd reading of the rezoning
bylaw, but prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw and issuance of the Development Permit,
the applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit, install tree protection around trees to be

3839351
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retained, and submit the tree survival security and tree corapensation cash-in-fieu (i.e. $14,000 in
total) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

No capacity analysis and service upgrades are required but site analysis will be required on the
Servicing Agreement drawings (see notes under Servicing Agreement Requirenients in
Attachment 6).

Prior to final adoption, the developer is required to provide a $5,000 contribution ta the
Accessible Pedestrian Signals (APS) upgrade at the No. 3 Road/Francis Road intersection and to
enter into a standard Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of fronfage
improverents and service cannections. Works to include, but not limited to: removing the
existing sidewalk behind the existing curb and gutter (which remains), construction of 2 new

1.5 m concrete sidewalk along the front property tine, installation of a grass and treed boulevard
between the sidewalk and the curb, and extension of existing Street Lighting from the south
property line to the north property line of the site along No. 3 Road.

Vehicle Access

Sole vehicular access to this new townhbouse project is to be from No. 3 Road through the
existing Public Right of Passage Statutory Right of Way (CA 2872307 and EPP22896)

on the adjacent property (9100 No. 3 Road) only. No direct vehicular access is permitted

to No. 3 Road. This access arrangement was envisioned when the original Rezoning and
Development Permit applications for the adjacent townhouse development at 3100 No. 3 Road
(RZ 11-577561) were approved by Council. Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring
vehicle access is from this Statutory Right of Way on 9100 No. 3 Road will be required prior to
final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Indoor Amenity Space

The applicant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount
of §12,000 as per the Official Comununity Plan (OCP) and Council Policy.

Qutdoor Amenity Space

Qutdoor amenity space will be provided on-site. Staff will work with the apphcant at the
Development Permit stage to ensure the size, configuration, and design of the outdoor amenity
space meets the Development Permit Guidelines in the Official Community Plan (OCP).

Discharge of Covenants

Two (2) covenants (Covenant BE214259 and Covenant BE214260) were registered on title of
the subject property concurrently on August 30, 1991 as a result of the Rezoning application (RZ
90-147) to rezone 8[00/8120 Francis Road and 9080 No. 3 Road to Assembly (ASY) zone. The
property at that time consisted of a single lot with access on both No. 3 Road and Francis Road.
Thus parcel was subdivided in 2005 into two (2) lots: 8080 Francis Road (Lot 1) and

9080 No. 3 Road (Lot 2).

38393351
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s Covenant BE214259 requiring access from Francis Road only makes sense when
considered in the context of a single parcel of land. Following the subdivision in 2005,
there was no Jonger any access for 9080 No. 3 Road onto Francis Road.

e  Covenant BE214260 requiring a child care facility be provided on site if the lands are to
be used as a site of a synagogue, social hall and school. This requirement for a child care
facility would apply only if a synagogue was constructed ob the site. The covenant does
not indicate that the property is reserved for institutional use.

Since these two (2) covenants are no longer appropriate and needed for the proposed
development, the applicant may request to discharge the covenants and dispense with the
restrictions/requirenoents at the applicant’s sole cost.

Release of Easement

An Easement with Section 219 Covenant (BX297160 and BX297161) were registered on title of
the subject property concurrently on December 12, 2005 as a result of the Development
Applications (RZ 03-243383 & DP 03-247945) to permit the construction of 28 three-storey
townhouses at 8080 Francis Road. To address the indoor amenity requiremnent, the developer of
8080 Francis Road secured permission 1o use the meeting space (a minimuwm of 70 m?) withia the
future congregation building on 9080 No. 3 Road by the townhouse residents.

Based on this legal obligation, an indoor amenity space is required to be provided on site for the
benefit of the townhouse owners of 8080 Francis Road. However, the developers of the subject
Rezoning application advised that they bave reached an agreement with the Strata Council of
8080 Francis Road to release this easement and that no indoor amenity space will be provided on
site. The developers of the subject site and the Strata Council of 8080 Francis Road have been
advised that all 28 owners of the strata at 8080 Francis Road are required to sign off the release
of casement and discharge of covenant; these documents cannot be released or discharged by
majority vole,

The release of easement with Section 219 Covenant (BX297160 and BX297161) rust be
completed prior to the fufure Development Permit application for the subject proposal being
forwarded to Development Permit Panel for review; otherwise, an indoor amenity space
(minimum 70 m?) for the benefit of the lownhouse owners of 8080 Francis Road must be
included in the proposal.

Since no indoor amenity space or cash-in-lieu were provided as part of the townhouse
development at 8080 Francis Road, as a condition to City’s agreement to discharge the related
Section 219 Covenant, a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoot amenity space at

8080 Francis Road in the amount of $37,000 is required to be provided prior to final adoption of
this rezoning application. This contribution amount is calculated based on Council Policy 5041
Cash In Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space, which was adopted on Decemnber 15, 2003.

3839131
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Analysis

Official Coromunity Plan (OCP) Compliance

The proposed development is consistent with the 2041 OCP Commumty Institution Policy
(Section 3.2 Objective 2¢) and the Development Permit Guidelines for arterial road townhouse
developments. The proposed height, siting and orientation of the buildings respect the massing
of the existing and recently approved townhouse developments to the east and south respectively,
as well as to the existing single-family homes to the southeast. The three-storey building
proposed at the northeast comer of the site (adjacent to the vacant gas/service station site to the
north) complement the existing three-storey townhouse development to the east. The end units
of the street fronting buildings are stepped down to two-storeys at the side yard to provide a
better side yard interface with the adjacent developments. The southeast building located
adjacent to the neighbouring single-family home has been limited to two-storeys to minimize
overlooking opportunity. The building hclght and massing will be controlled through the
Development Pernut process.

Development Potential of 9000 No. 3 Road

Located to the north of the subject site at 9000 No. 3 Road is a vacant, former gas/service station
site. The site is designated “Cornmercial™ in the Official Community Plan (Attachment [ to
Schedule 1 of Bylaw 9000), which 1s intended for principal uses such as retail, restaurant, office,
business, personal service, art, culture, recreational, entertainment, institutional, hospitality and
hotel accomraodation. The sile is zoned “Gas & Service Station (CG1)”; a Rezoning application
will be required for any proposed uses other than gas/service station.

As part of the 2041 OCP Update, the City undertook an Employment Lands Strategy. This
Strategy concluded that Central Richmond would need all of its Coramercial lands to serve the
area’s population growth and employment needs. Therefore, City staff bave taken the position
on a number of land use enquiries regarding 9000 No. 3 Road and similar vacant gas/service
station sites that they should not be redeveloped for purely residential purposes. In other words,
the current Comumercial designation would either be retained or perhaps be replaced with a
Mixed Use designation (e.g., commercial on the ground floor and residential or office space
above).

Requested Variances

The proposed development is gcneraﬂy n compliance with the Low Density Townhouses
(RTIA) zone. Based on the review of the current site plan for the progect the following
variances are being requested:

1. Reduce the minimurm lot wﬁdtkl on major arterial road from 50.0 m to 43.3 ;.

Staff supports the proposed variances since the subject site is an orphan lot located
between a vacant gas/seyvice station site and a recently approved multiple-family
development. This development could be considered as an extension of the adjucent
townhouse development to the south as sole vehicle access is 1o be through this adjacent
site,

3839351
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2. Reduce the front yard setback from 6.0 m to 5.15 m on the ground floor and to 4.85 m on
the second floor of the southernmost unit in Building No. 4.

These variances will be reviewed in the context of the overall detailed design of the
project, including architectural form, site design and landscaping al the Development
Permil stage.

3. Increase the rate of tandem parking spaces from 50% to 67% to allow a total of sixteen
{16) tandem parking spaces 10 eight (8) three-storey townhouse units, and {o allow a total
of four (4) small car parking spaces in four (4) two-storey townhouse units.

Staff supports the proposed variances since the proposal was submiitted prior 1o the new
dirvection on tandem parking arrangements was given and the related bylaw amendment
was approved by Council in March 2013.

Prior to March 2013, siaff typically supports variances related to tandem parking
arrangements on the basis that tandem parking reduces pavement area on site and
Jacilitate a more flexible sife layout. In order to address recent concerns related to the
potential impact on street porking, the developer is proposing to provide an additional
visitor parking stalls on site.

Al preseni, no stopping is permitted on both sides of No. 3 Road and no parking is
permitted on Francis Road in front of the adjucent vacant gas/service station sile. An
additional visitor parking stalls on site should alleviate the demand of sireel parking
Jrom the visilors of the proposed developmeni and minimize impact to the neighbouring
single-family neighbourhood. Transportation Division staff have reviewed the proposal
and have no concerns. A resiyictive covenant to prohibit the conversion of the garage
area inlo habitable space is required prior 1o final adoption.

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations

A Development Permit will be required to ensure that the development at 9080 No. 3 Road s
sensitively integrated with adjacent developments. The rezoning conditions will not be
considered satisfied until a Development Perniit application is processed Lo a sabtisfactory level,
In association with the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined:

= Guidelines for the issuance of Development Permits for multiple-faraily projects
contained in Section 14 of the 2041 OCP Bylaw 5000.

= Location, size and manoeuvring capacity of visitor parking stalls.
= Buildiog form and architectural character.
= Provision of a convertible unit and design of other accessibility/aging-in-place features.

= Site grade to enswre the survival of protected trees and to enhance the relationship
between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space.

* Adequate size and access to private outdoor space for each unit

= Design development of the outdoor amenity space to comply with the Development
Permit Guidelines in terms of size and configuration, as well as provision of children’s
play equipments.

1819351
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RZ 12-619503

On Future . .
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance

Tandem Parking Spaces. Max. 50% 16 spaces (67%) Rizr;?;?:d
Small Car Parking Spaces Not permitted 4 R‘Z:;t:;’; d
- Handicap Parking Spaces! 1 1 none
Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m* or Cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu none
Amenity Space ~ Outdoor: Min. S:m;zxr;;? units 90 m* none

Other:  Tree replacement ¢compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized frees,

383635}
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ATTACHMENT 4

Febrpary 28,2013,
To Richmond City Council,

The staff reports i support of Bylaws #7860 (Oct. 28%, 2004 ) and #8533 (Nov.4, 2008) appear o be very
¢clear and consistent on what is weagt by the terms * commuoily wnstitutional “ and “community benefit “ as
well as establishing the parameters of use for those organizations owning lands designated “ ASSEMBLY “.
[t is our undersianding that stafl reports are 2 matrer of public record. The following are excerpts taken from
these 2 reports with the inten( of 2sldng the question ™ Why js the Assembly land located ar 9080 # 3%
beiug allowed to rezoned to allow for 12 town homes which are to be sold at market veloe without any
defined comraunity benefit ? * {n the staff report to Bylaw #7860 , the staff specifically state that ©
Development of market housing on a assembly zoped site ( ASY ) (s strongly discouraged, unless the
proposa) incorporates a community beneGt.” As well, this staff report spells ovt quite emphatically that”
The community benefit provision is itended to discourage Jand speculation on sites that have a public
bepefit, Jike asseqbly sites. **  In the staffreport to Bylaw # 8533, the stafF state that “ Religious assembly
uses are an important part of coropooest of comumumnity life ip Richonond. © apd that Richmond’s © growing
populanion will need more such lands, the current supply is limited, developers are speculating if they can
be redeveloped for market purposes (e.g., multi faraily ) and such sites will be difficult to replace if they are
converted to higher value land vses { &.g. residential ).

As coocarned citizens and adjacent peighbours, we are asking why this application for rezoning of this
property at 9080 # 3%, bas been allowed to proceed this far ?

Tbe rezoning application at this site is also making the assumption that the entrance znd exil to the
12 town-homes will be through another development at 9100 # 3 RD. 1t is our understanding that for this to
occur the strata council at 9100 # 3™° will have to give their permission . There is o guarantec that this will
happen.
Respectively submitted,

The 4 adjaceat Rideau Drive Home-Ownerg
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November 19/2012

To The City of Richmond ( C/O EdwinLee ) ve- RZ 12-619303

We (he residents on Ridezu Drive were somewhat shocked (o see a rezoning application sign pasied on
the properiy located at 9080 # 3 Road. Since 2004, we have been waiting for and looking forward to the
building of a Tewish synagngue on said property by the BITZ CHIAM faith covmunity. Architectual
drawings of (e building were circulated to the immediate neighbouys after the synagogue’s property at
8080 Francis Rd. was allowed @ be rezoned fruom ASSEMBLY ( ASY) 10 COMPREHENSIVE
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (CD/159 ) in order to construct 28 town-homes. The plans for this new
synagogue on # 3 Rd. were innovative and quite acceptable to the owners of the adjacent properties.

We the residenfs on Rideau Drive cannot support the application by Sandhill Coustuction to change the
rezonipg from Assembly to RTZ { 4 ) which would allow for the construction of 12 more town howes.
Having endured the copslruction of 28 townhomies 10 the south of us in the recent past on the former
Assembly property at S030 Francis Rd. as well as the present construction of 18 wown homas (o the west and
south of us at 9100 # 3™ the thought of anather 12 town homes draped in a solid column within 5 meiers
of our property line leaves us dombfounded. Twelve town homes on this praperty will be much more
invasive to the quality of life of the adjacent property ovmers than the constrction of 2 instintional
facility under Assembly zoning.

When the owner of the Assembly land at 8080 Francis Rd. was given Lhe green light Lo rezone to a multi-
fantdly designation in 2004 the faith community( owner ) as weli as GBL Architects stood to gain a more
significant rewro oo thelr invesunent The exira income ffom this rezondng and subeequent townhouse sales
was [0 assist the Jewish community in the erection of a synagogue on their nsserably zaned lond at 9080 &
3™ As well, because of the loss of Assembly land on Francis road, Richmond City Councillors (2004) were
quite adamant that the remainder of the Eitz Chaim property at 9080 # 3 Rd. remain as ( ASY).

Thefr rationalle was based on the fact that the city had been losing tracts of Asseambly land and they wanted
to retain what they bad left.

We understand that cireumstances regarding the construction of the symagozue may have changed and
that the anticipared synagogue will not become a reality; hosvever, it appears the optioo of selling this
Assembly zoned property as an Assembly package has not beet explored. When Qur Saviour Lutheran
Chureh decided to sell their property at 8080 Frapcis Rd. in the late 1980's, they , in good faith , advertised
and sold said property as an Assembly paclkage. There were severa} institutional parties including the Eitz
Chaim faith commumity, who expressed an interest in purchasing this Assembly package with all the
amenitics that this zoning included. Today, Richmoud has become a vibrant multi-cutturat cornmunity
composed of immigrants from arownd the world who have brought with them elements of their previous
culture including new faith communities. Some of these fzith groups are presestly renting temporary
prewises in churches and schools and may soon be loolang for more permanent facilities. As welk,
Ricbroond bas an aging population and the demand for more health care services ,both public and
private,are on the increase and the location of this propeity is ideally suited for such institutional use. We,
as was the Richmond City Council of 2004, are concerned that needed Assembly Jand will be lost as a
result of this application.

We would like to ask today's CITY COUNCIL what COMMUNITY BENEFIT is derived by losing
scarce Asserably Land and ellowing 12 town howmnes to be built on szid property ? Bylaw No.7860 appears
to have been abandoped if this faith’s community Jand at 9080 # 3% is allowed to be removed from the
ASSEMBLY classification, The resideuts of the Rideau subdivision had beeo looking forward to the
addition of a faith facility as laid out in Bylaw 7860, not another 12 townbouses which would be much
more intrusive io nahure.

RESPECTIVELY SUBMITTED BY, . /7
. s AN O
. 7
83)1 Rideau Drive ZZRALD Tawd6 | % 8331 Rideau Ddve Joszph Ho <
8291 Rideau Drive LG chw {:rﬁq‘“-. §271 Rideau Dvive Jon Hendesson A /7 '
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ATTACHMENT 6

Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 201

Address: 9080 No. 3 Road File No.: RZ 12-619503

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9031, the developer is requircd to complete the
following:

t. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 5030,
2. Registration of a fiood indemnity caovenanf on title.

3. Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring that the only mesns of vehicle access is from the exasting Cross-
Access Statutory Right of Way (SRW CA2872307 and Plan EPP22896) on 9100 No. 3 Road (property to the south)
and that there be no direct vehicular access to No. 3 Road.

Registration of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem pasking area into habitable space.
Discharge of Covenants BE214259 and BE214260.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $28,440.00) to
the City’s affordable housing fund.

7. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute 80.77 per buildable square foot (e.g. $10,949.40) to
the City’s public art fund.

8. City acceptance of the developer's affer to voluntarily contribute $3,000.00 to the City’'s Tree Compensation Fund for
the planting of replacement trees within the City. {f additional replacement trees (over and beyond the 16 replacement
trees as proposed at the Rezoning stage) could be accommodated on-site (as determined at{ Development Permit
stage), the above cash-in-lieu contribution would be reduced in the rate of 3500 per additional replacement irees to be
planted on site.

9. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $5,000 towards the proposed Audible Pedestrian
Sign (APS) systemn upgrade at the No.3 Road/Francis Road intersection.

10. Contribution of $1000.00 per dwelling unit {e.g. $12,000.00) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.

11. City acceprance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $37,000.00 in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space
{or the benefit of 8080 Francis Road.

12. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of
Development.

13. Enter into a Servicing Agreement® for the design and construction of frontage improvements and service connections.
Works include, but may not be limited to, removing the existing sidewatk behind the existing curb & gotter (which
remains), construct a new 1.5 in concrete sidewalk along the front property line, install a grass and treed boulevard
between the sidewalk and the curb, and extend existing Street Lighting from the south property line to the north
propesty line of the site on No 3 Road. Design to include Water, Storm and Sanitary Service Connections.

Note:
. Water:

a. Using the OCP Model, there is 1020 L/s svailable at 20 pst residual. Based on the proposed rezoning, the site
requires 2 minimum fire flow of 220 L/s. Water analysis is not required. However, once the building design
have been confirmed at the Building Permit stage, fire flow calculations signed and sealed by a professional
engineer based on the Fire Underwriter Survey to confirm that there is adequate available flow must be
submitied.

ii. Sanitary:

a. Sanitary analysis and upgrades are not required. A site analysis will be required on the servicing agreement

drawings (for site connection only).-
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b. The site is to connect to exaisting manhole SMI2136, located in the rear yard of 8311 Rideau Dr,
approximately 1.5 m north of the sonth property line of the developmeut site,
tit. Storm

a. Storm analysis and upgrades are not required. A site analysis will be required oo the servicing agreement
drawings for the site connection only.

b. If the site connection is placed beneath the existing AC water main on No 3 Rd, then thart section of water
main shall be renewed by the City al the developer's cost.

Prior to a Development Perwit’ being forwarded to the Developmeat Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

1. Discharge of Easement with Section 219 Covenant (BX297160 and BX297161); otherwise, an indoor amenity space
(minimum 70 m?) for the benefit of the townhouse owners of 8080 Francis Road must be included in the proposal.

Prior to Development Permit’ Issuance, the developer must complete the following regnirements:

1. Submission of s Contract catered into between the applicant and 2 Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted near or within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the
scope of work o be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and @ provision for
the Arborist to subimit a post-construction sssessment report to the City for review.

2. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City as part of the Landscape Letter of Credit to ensure that the trees
tdentified for retention will be protected. No Landscape Letter of Credit will be returned until the post-construction
assessment repart confirming the protected trees survived the construction, prepared by the Arborist, is reviewed by
staff.

Prior to Building Permit [ssuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

[. Installafion of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees 1o be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurnng on-site.

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to final
adoplion of the rezoning bylaw and 1ssuance of the Development Permit, the applicant will be required to obtain a
Tres Permit, install tree protection around trees 1o be retained, and submit the tree survival security and (ree
compensation cash-in-liev (i.e. $14,000 in total) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided.

2. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, Joading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construetion traffic controls as per Traffic Contro} Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section ¢1570.

3. Incorporation of accessibility measures and sustainability features in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the
Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

4. Obtam a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated

fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

Note:

*  This requires a separate application.

& Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are (o be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

Al agreements (o be registered io the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development, All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Dircctor of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.
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The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, leners of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shalt be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

= Additional legal agreements, as delermined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) 1o the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigacion, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
privaie utitity infrastructure,

Signed Date

1839331 PLN _ 200
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5 City of
‘ .ty © Development Application Data Sheet
RlChmond Development Applications Division

RZ 12-619503 Attachment D

Address: 9080 No. 3 Road
Applicant: Sandhill Homes Lid.

Planning Area(s): Broadmoor

e e P

Owner: Congregation Bayit To be determined.
Site Size (m?): 2,202 m? No Change
Land Uses: Vacant Multiple-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Community Institutional Neighbourhood Residential
Area Plan Designation: N/A N/A
702 Policy Designation: N/A N/A
Zoning: Assembly (ASY) ?gef&’g Density Townhouses
Number of Units: 0 12
Other Designations: N/A No Change

SU&?V".:;;:TM - Bylaw Requirement Proposed l Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.65 0.65 Max. none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 40% 40% Max. none
git rfca:z;:rage ~ Non-porous Max. 65% 65% Max. none
Lot Coverage — Landscaping: Min. 25% 25% Min. none
Setback — Front Yard {m): Min. 6.0 m 6.0 m Min. none
Setback — North Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none
Setback — South Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0m Min. none
Setback ~ Rear Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 4.5 Min. none
Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 12.0 m (3 storeys) Max. none
Lot Width: Min. 50.0 m 433m R‘;ﬁgﬁ: p
ggéﬁ':fggi@g% j p(\e\lsies B 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 2(R) andu?].i:;;3 (V) per none
Off-street Parking Spaces —~ Total: 27 28 none

3899821 PLN = 202



RZ 12-619503

SU&?V?:;:T - Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Tandem Parking Spaces: Max. 50% 16 spaces (67%) R‘gﬁi’;ﬁd
Small Car Parking Spaces Not permitted 2 R\ézr;i';?: d
Handicap Parking Spaces: 1 1 none
Amenity Space — Indoor: Min. 70 m? or Cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu none
Amenity Space - Outdoor: Min. 6!};2)(;122 units 122 m* none

Other. Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees.

3899821
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ATTACHMENT E

Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Address: 9080 No. 3 Road File No.: RZ 12-619503

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9043 , the developer is required to complete the
following:

L.
2.
3.

Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 9030.
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring that the only means of vehicle access is from the existing Cross-
Access Statutory Right of Way (SRW CA2872307 and Plan EPP22896) on 9100 No. 3 Road (property to the south)
and that there be no direct vehicular access to No. 3 Road.

Registration of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.
Discharge of Covenants BE214259 and BE214260.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $28,440.00) to
the City’s affordable housing fund.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $35,000 towards the City’s affordable housing fund
for the re-designation of Assembly lands to other OCP designations for the purpose of redevelopment.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.77 per buildable square foot (e.g. $10,949.40) to
the City’s public art fund.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $3,000.00 to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for
the planting of replacement trees within the City. If additional replacement trees (over and beyond the 16 replacement
trees as proposed at the Rezoning stage) could be accommodated on-site (as determined at Development Permit
stage), the above cash-in-lieu contribution would be reduced in the rate of $500 per additional replacement trees to be
planted on site.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $5,000 towards the proposed Audible Pedestrian
Sign (APS) system upgrade at the No.3 Road/Francis Road intersection.

. Contribution of $1000.00 per dwelling unit (e.g. $12,000.00) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.
. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $37,000.00 in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space

for the benefit of 8080 Francis Road.

. The submission and processing of a Development Peomit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage improvements and service connections.

Works include, but may not be limited to, removing the existing sidewalk behind the existing curb & gutter (which
remains), construct a new 1.5 m concrete sidewalk along the front property line, install a grass and treed boulevard
between the sidewalk and the curb, and extend existing Street Lighting from the south property line to the north
property line of the site on No 3 Road. Design to include Water, Storm and Sanitary Service Connections.

Note:
1. Water:

a. Using the OCP Model, there is 1020 L/s available at 20 psi residual. Based on the proposed rezoning, the site
requires a minimum fire flow of 220 L/s. Water analysis is not required. However, once the building design
have been confirmed at the Building Permit stage, fire flow calculations signed and sealed by a professional
engineer based on the Fire Underwriter Survey to confirm that there is adequate available flow must be
submitted.

ii. Sanitary:

PLN - 204
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a. Sanitary analysis and upgrades are not required. A site analysis will be required on the servicing agreement
drawings (for site connection only).

b. The site is to connect to existing manhole SMH2 136, located in the rear yard of 8311 Rideau Dr,
approximately 1.5 m north of the south property line of the development site.
. Storm
a. Storm analysis and upgrades are not required. A site analysis will be required on the servicing agreement
drawings for the site connection only.

b. If the site connection is placed beneath the existing AC water main on No 3 Rd, then that section of water
main shall be renewed by the City at the developer's cost.

Prior to a Development Permit’ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

. Discharge of Easement with Section 219 Covenant (BX297160 and BX297161); otherwise, an indoor amenity space
(minimum 70 m?) for the benefit of the townhouse owners of 8080 Francis Road must be included in the proposal.

Prior to Development Permit’ Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted near or within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the
scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for
the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

2. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City as part of the Landscape Letter of Credit to ensure that the trees
identified for retention will be protected. No Landscape Letter of Credit will be returned until the post-construction
assessment report confirming the protected trees survived the construction, prepared by the Arborist, is reviewed by
staff.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to
any consfruction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw and issuance of the Development Permit, the applicant will be required to obtain a
Tree Permit, install tree protection around trees to be retained, and submit the tree survival security and tree
compensation cash-in-lieu (i.e. $14,000 in total) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided.

'!x)

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

3. Incorporation of accessibility measures and sustainability features in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the
Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

4. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and assocjated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

Note:
¥ This requires a separate application.

e Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the

PLN - 205
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Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

o  Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

[signed copy on file]

Signed Date

PLN - 206
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F4 City of
0o Richmond Bylaw 9043

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9043 (RZ 12-619503)
9080 No. 3 Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accorpanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM2).

P.ID. 026-301-130
Lot 2 Section 28 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan BCP17848

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9043”.

FIRST READING RIGIMOND
APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON ;VC
SECOND READING ﬁi%‘?ﬁ:&?
or Sollcltor
THIRD READING P

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Report to Committee

R|Chm0nd Planning and Development Depariment
To: Planning Commiittee Date: June 21, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ13-631467

Director of Development

Re: Application by Johnny W.W. Leung Architect for Rezoning at 6433 Dyke Road
from Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing {Steveston) to Heritage Two-Unit
Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)

Staff Recommendations:

1. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw §500 Amendment Bylaw 9028, to create the “Heritage
Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)” and for the rezoning of 6433
Dyke Road from “Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing (Steveston)” to “Heritage
Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)”, be introduced and given first
reading.
Wayne Craj
Director gt Deyelopment

WC:bk
Att. S

REPORT CONCURRENCE

RouTteD To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Affordable Housing o %// //97//&
Sustainability '%//‘ 4 o

Law
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June 21, 2013 -2- RZ 13 - 631467

Staff Report
Crigin
Johnny W.W. Leung, Architect has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone the
property at 6433 Dyke Road (Attachment 1) from “Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing
(Steveston)” to “Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)” to permit

the development of a two-unit dwelling on the subject property. The proposed zone would be a
new site-specific zoning for the subject property.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 2).

Surrounding Development

To the North: Existing Multiple-family development, zoned “Town Housing (ZT43) —~ London
Landing (Steveston)”;

To the East:  Existing Two-Unit Dwelling, zoned “Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD1) —
London Landing (Steveston)”;

To the South: Foreshore of the Fraser River (across Dyke Road) zoned “School & Institutional
Use (ST)”; and

To the West: Existing Multiple-family development, zoned “Town Housing (ZT43) — London
Landing (Steveston)”

Related Policies & Studies

Steveston Area Plan

The subject property is located within the Steveston Area Plan, Schedule 2.4 of the Official
Community Plan (OCP). The Land Use Map in the Steveston Area Plan designates the subject
property for “Heritage Residential”. This designation is intended to accommodate .. residential
structures of recognized irnportance, or new structures designed to a distinctive heritage
appearance reflective of Steveston’s character.”

Under the guidelines for this area, new development in the “Heritage Residential” area should:

1. Exhibit a similar scale, form, massing, character, architectural details and features
(e.g., porches), and materials as that of London Farm, the McKinney House, and any
other relocated houses;

2. Where buildings front Dyke Road, exhibit a strong single-family home character

regardless of the number of units contained within a single structure; and

Use colour to reinforce the intended “heritage appeal” of this area and its image on the

waterfront.
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The proposed two-unit dwelling meets these criteria, and staff supports the design.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection

Bylaw No.8204. In accordance with the Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy, a
Restrictive Covenant for Flood Indemnity specifying the minimum flood construction level of
2.9 m geodetic survey datum is required poor to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw
No. 9028. A 6.0 m wide statutory right-of-way for dyke access will be required over the south
portion of the site.

Affordable Housing Strategy

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy a cash-in-lieu contribution of $1.00 per square foot
of total building area toward the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning
appiications. The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary cash contribution for affordable
housing based on $1 per square foot of building area for this development (i.e. $3,745.00). This
contribution has been reviewed and is endorsed by Community Services.

Public Input

A rezoning notice sign was placed ou the property the first week of May 2013. In response to
the sjgnage, stafl has received:

Two emails from residents in support of the pathway proposal; and

One email seeking additional information on the proposed rezoning.

Staff responded to the latter email with the requested information. No additional correspondence

was received.

Consultation

Heritage Commission

The proposed rezoning was referred to the Heritage Commission for review as the subject
property is designated for “Heritage Residential” use. The proposal reviewed at the May 15
2013 meeting of the Comnmission, and was endorsed. The Chair of the Commission made a
motion to bring the item back for review at the June 16 2013 meeting for further review. Staff
were able (o provide updated house designs at the meeting, and the revised proposal was
supported as being consistent with the Steveston Area Plan guidelines and the “Heritage
Residential” Jand use designation. Draft minutes of the June 16, 2013 meeting of the Heritage
Commission are provided (Attachment 3).
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Staff Comments

Analysis

Previous Development Application (RZ 02 — 207804)

A development application to amend the CD50 zone for the subject property was submitted in
2002, io order to increase the maximum house size permitted under the CD50 zone to a
maximum FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 1.0. Bylaw No. 7721 to amend CD50 zone for the subject
site received third reading on November 15, 2004. Subscquent to the Public Hearing the owner
did not actively pursue resolution of condition of Final Adoption, and the file was closed and the
bylaw was abandoned in November of 2009.

Proposed Use

The proposed two-unit dwelling is consistent with the Neighbourhood Residential designation in
the Official Community Plan, and the “Heritage Residential” designation in the Steveston Area
Plan. The adjacent site to the north and west is designated is sunilarly designated and is
occupied by single family dwellings to the west and townhouses to the north. The property to
the east at 6461 / 6462 Road is occupied by an existing two-unit dwelling, which was approved
under Rezoning Application RZ 03 -237482. The proposed two-unit dwelling for the subject
property would be compatible with these uses.

Heritase Character

The general heritage residential character of the area is defined by two existing single family
homes, both of which are designated heritage resources: the McKinney House at 6471 Dyke
Road, and the Abercrombie House at 13333 Princess Street. We note that both the McKinney
House and the Abercrombie House were relocated to their current locations from elsewhere in
Richmond.

As a component of the rezoning application, staff has undertaken a review of the character of the
proposed two-unit dwelling, and have worked with the project architect to ensure that the
proposed building design would be compatible with existing heritage residential character of the
surrounding area. As the subject lot is the last un-developed parcel in the area, ensuring design
compatibility has been a key component of the review of the proposal.

The proposed design of the two-unit dwelling meets several guidelines of the Steveston Area
Plan: the face of the house oriented towards Dyke Road has the appearance of a single family
dwelling; a wrap-around porch has been proposed for the two-unit dwelling, which is a feature
found on a number of houses to the west; proposed building materials include honzontal hardie-
plank siding and hardie shingles for the gable ends, also consistent with materials used on
surrounding homes; accent materials include a cultured stone base, high profile asphalt roof
shingles, wooden railings and posts, double wood painted columns; and window detailing is
consistent with the intended heritage character of the area.
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The rezoning considerations include a requirement for the owner to submit a set of building
permit-ready building design drawings, in accordance with the house plans attached as
Attachment 4 to this report.

Proposed Zoning

In order to accommodate the proposed two-unit dwelling, the applicant has applied to rezone the
site from “Single Detached (ZS6) - London Landing (Steveston)” to a new site-specific
“Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston)” zone. This zone is similar
to the site specific “Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD1) — London Landing (Steveston)” zone for
the adjacent property at 6461 and 6463 Dyke Road, but has been taijored for the subject
application.

Details of the proposed zone are provided in the following table:

Prnpas¢ ZD4 | Existing ZD1 (east adjacent

two-unit dwelling)

FAR 0.7 1.0- .76 for bullding: .24 for
covered areas open on ong
side

Building 50% 50%

Coverage

Height 12.5.m 15.0.m

No more then
two habitable
storeys

The proposed site-specific zone will be an effective transition from the larger two-unit dwelling
1o the east to the lower density single family homes west of the subject property.

Road Dedication

Dedication of a 1.5 m wide portion of the site af the north-east corner has been identified as a
requirement of the rezoning. The dedication will provide the additional road width to facilitate
access to and from the subject property and from the two-unit dwelling to the east at 6461 and
6463 Dyke Road. A statutory right-of-way of 0.6 m along the east property linc is also required
for boulevard widening,

Driveway Access

The subject property was included in the rezoning application of the west adjacent property.
Under this rezoning, a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant was registered on the title of the subject
property, prohibiting any direct access to Dyke Road and requiring access only from Princess
Lane. The proposed site access satisfies the requirements of this covenant.
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Parking

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 requires that a two-unit dwelling provide 2.0 parking spaces
per dwelling unit. The proposed design (Attachment 4) illustrates that the east-most unit will
featwe a side-by-side two-car garage, and the west-most unit would provide parking in a single
car garage. A second parking space for the west-most unit is proposed at-grade, along the west
side of the house. Although this portion of the site is encumbered with a statutory right-of-way
for storm drainage, the terms of the right-of-way allow the area to be used for vehicle parking.
With the combination of garage parking spaces and at-grade parking, the proposed two-unit
dwelling would meet the bylaw requirements for off-street parking.

Riparian Setback Requirements

The subject property is adjacent o a watercourse which falls within the City’s Riparian
Management Area network. This watercourse is classified as fish babitat as it contributes water
flow 1o downstream habitat (Fraser River).

Under the requirements of the provincial Riparian Areas Regulation, variances to established
riparian setbacks require assessment by a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP). The
owners have provided a QEP report (Attachment 5) which assessed a variance to the established
15 metre Riparian Management Area (measured from the top of the bank) on the adjacent
watercourse. The QEP recommendation is for a 10 m setback with reductions in some areas to

8 m. The variance has been approved by the Depariment of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), subject
to the owner installing compensatory plantings in the yard of the proposed two-unit dwelling and
within the Riparian Management Area. Submussion of a Landscape Plan for the compensatory
plantings and a landscape security for the provision of the compensation plantings, in accordance
with Attachment 5 of this report is a condition of rezoning adoption.

Waltkwav

The adjacent residential development to the west was approved in April 2003, and features a
meandering pedestrian path along the south property line, which ends at the east property line of
the subject property. The subject property has been vacant since that time, and residents have
accessed Princess Lane and Dyke Road by walking through the property, creating an informal
‘walkway’.

In order to ensure that a pedestrian access is maintained to Princess Lane and Dyke Road, the
owner will provide a pedestrian connection from the existing walkway to the west across the
frontage of the property. This pedestrian connection will be located within the road dedication
for Dyke Road.

Provision of the pathway meets the policy objective of the Steveston Area Plan (London /
Princess Node) to link publicly-oriented and residential uses via an informal network of
pedestrian routes. The Steveston Area Plan also provides a design guideline for the development
of the area to provide linear open spaces, trails and pedestrian routes linking residents and local
amenities and the river, and providing and informal network of narrow, interesting routes
through the mixed use area.
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We note that this location would also fall within the required riparian setback from the top of the
bank, as shown on the riparian compensation plan (Attachment 5). The proposed walkway
would taper from 2.0 m to 1.4 m in width, and would be a pervious gravel surface. The walkway
to the west has been finished with paving stones, a surface treatment which — under current
requirements and policy — is not supported in such close proximity to a watercourse. Staff in the
Sustainability Division have recommended the gravel surface for better water infiltration and
flow in the adjacent watercourse.

The provision of the walkway increases the impacts on the required 10 m riparian setback from
the top of the bank of the ditch, which has been addressed through additional compensation
planting along the bank, both in front of the adjacent site and in front of the the adjacent
development at 6400 Princess Lane. The additional plantings in front of adjacent development
would be planted within the road allowance for Dyke Road and would not impact the on-site
plantings associated with that project. The walkway proposal and habitat compensation
plantings has been reviewed and endorsed by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO),
Sustainablity staff, and by the Parks Division.

Trees

There are no trees on the subject property, but there is a tree located on the adjacent townhouse
site. The branches of this tree overhang the property line, and the site plan provided indicates
that minimal pruning of this tree will be required. In addition, the proposed parking area on the
west side of the building wil] utilize hand-laid paving stones, to minimize damage to the existing
root system of this tree. The project architect advises staff that no excavation within the root
zone of this tree will be required.

Existing Utility Right-of-Way

There 1s an existing 3.0 m wide utility right-of-way (ROW) along the western portion of the
subject site. The applicants have been advised that no encroachment into the ROW is permitted,
including no building construction, and planting of trees, but the ROW area may be used for
vehicle parking.

Discharge of Existing Resmmictive Covenant

The subject lot was created as part of the rezoning and development of the adjacent (west)
properties, and through the rezoning process, a Restrictive Covenant (under charge

Number BP0059235) was registered on the title of the lot to specify a minimum habitable
elevation of 2.6 m geodetic survey datum. Since that time, the current flood protection elevation
for this area has been set at 2.9 m geodetic survey datum. It is recommended that Restrictive
Covenant BP005925 be discharged from the title of the lot. A new covenant will be registered to
require the current flood protection standard for habitable floor area be buiit at 2.9 m geodetic
survey datum.

Conclusion

This rezoning application to permit a two-unit dwelling complies with applicable policies and
land use designations contained within the Official Community Plan and the Steveston Area
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Plan. The proposed two-unit dwelling is consistent with the established land uses and urban
design in the surrounding area.

The list of rezoning considerations is included as Attachment 6, which has been agreed to by the
applicant (signed concurrence is on file).

On this basis, staff recommends support for the application.

\2 S
‘/.&\/\.\ C—’///
Barry Konkin (

Planner 2 o

BK:cas

Attachment |: Location Map

Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 3: Draft Minutes - June 16, 2103 Richmond Heritage Commission Meeting
Attachment 4: Conceptual Development Plans

Attachiment 5: Riparian Assessment Report and Addendum

Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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City of
. y Development Application Data Sheet
Richmond Development Applications Division

RZ 13 - 631467 Attachment 2

Address: 6433 Dyke Road

Applicant:  Johnny W.W. Leung Architect

Planning Area(s). OCP - Steveston Area Plan — London-Princess Sub-Area

Existing Proposed
Owner: ;m Y Li, Sui K LI, Wing K LI, Wing © No change
Site Size (mz): 838 sq.m (5,769 sq.f) 208 sq.m (5,478 sq.f) after road
agication
Land Uses: Vacant Housing, Two-Unit
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change
Area Plan Designation: Heritage Residential No change
702 Policy Designation: NA NA
Zoning: Single Detached {£S8) ~ London Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4)
g: Landing (Stevesion) - London Landing {Steveston)
Number of Units: Vacant 2
| Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Density (unils/acre); NIA 15.4 upa none permitied
Floor Area Ratio: 0.7 0.7 none permitied
Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 50% 50% none
Lot Size (min. dimensions} 500 m? 508.86 m? none
Setback ~ Front Yard {m} Min. 8.5 m 6.5 m Min. none
Setbhack ~
Side {east} (m) Min. 22 m Min. 2.2 m
Side {west) (m) Min30Om Min3.0m none
Side (north-east) Min 1.5 m Min 1.5 m
Rear Yarg (m): Min86.0m Min 6.0 m
Height {m): 12.5m 12.5m nong

1849201 PLN - 219




ATTACHMENT 3
RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, June 19, 2013

4. BUSINESS ARISING
a.  Garden City Lands Open House

Mr. Virani noted that he attended this Open House which was attended by
stakeholder groups in Richmond to make recommendations on potential uses for the
Garden City lands. Mr. Virani noted his recommendation to make a heritage park
and have heritage houses moved here. It was noted that the land is under the ALR
and is over 130 acres in size,

b.  Application Referral Process

Discussion ensued on how the referral process can be improved. Commission
members expressed interest in having a cleaver process to bring things to the table
and give Commission members ample time to circulate information and research
before the meetings.

Discussion ensued on changing the Commission’s procedure, ensuring applications
are relevant to the Commission’s mandate, and electronic vs. courier for distributing
information. It was decided that the Commission’s preference is for electronic
delivery of information unless stated to staff otherwise on a case-by-case basis.

{t was moved and seconded
That the Richmond Heritage Commission accept item number 4 as written, with the
amendment to electronic capability instead of courier.

CARRIED

It was moved and seconded
That the Richmond Heritage Commission bring back fo committee the rezoning
application reviewed at last meeting fo further review in more detail.

CARRIED
The Commission locked at this rezoning with the amendments made to accommodate
more heritage detail on this structure. It was noted that changes have been made to the
type of shingle, windows, door, and columns to keep the heritage feel. Staff also provided
an update on the scale, height, pedestrian boulevard, landscaping, and enforcement
procedures of certain design elements.

It was moved and seconded
That the Richmond Heritage Commission support this rezoning with the proposed
clanges.

CARRIED

¢c. 2014 Commission Meeting Dates

It was noted that the Commission meeting dates for 2014 will be January (5,
February 19, March 19, April 16, May 21, June 18, July 16, with no meeting in
August, September 17, October 15, November 19, and December 17, in keeping
with the third Wednesday of the month format.

d.  Distribution of Maps of Heritage Areas

Mr. Konkin distributed maps of the character area key map and other maps relevant
to the Commission.
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RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, May 15, 2013

5. NEW BUSINESS

a.  Discussion ensued on the Commission’s mandate and current workplan. Discussion
ensued on specific objectives thal Commission members would like to see in the
workplan including updating the heritage inventory. Commission members
discussed ways of coordinating within the recourses available to create a
comprehensive workplan. Staff agreed to put together a summary of discussion and
staff costs as well as lay the groundwork to take this to the next step.

It was moved and seconded
That the Heritage Commission enfer info a workplan process with an in-house staff
Jacifitator, while keeping in consideration cost and staff resources to establish a

medium to long-term workplan,
CARRIED

b. Discussion ensued on a recent rezoning in Steveston at Moncton and No. 2 Rd.

¢. The Corumission received the invoice for their contributions to the Doors Open
event.

[t was moved and seconded
That the Heritage Commission will pay the invoice for their contribution fo the Doors
Open event.
CARRIED
d.  Staff noted that there will be a Heritage 101 workshop being put on for the Facilities
division. Any Commission members who have not gone to this course yet arc
welcome to come, It will be from 8-3 at the Chinese Bunkhouse in Brittania.
Interested Commission members are encouraged to contact Mr. Konkin.

e. Rezoning Application RZ 13 -631467

Discussion ensued on a rezoning occurring in London Landing along the dyke near
to the McKinney house. It was noted that this area is in the Steveston Area Plan and
has been recognized as in an area of historical significance. The character of the
arca and proposed changes were discussed. Members are encouraged to send
feedback through staff. It was noted that the Cominission encourages this new
building to be of heritage character in its look and feel.

It was moved and seconded
That the Heritage Commission support this project in keeping with the heritage
guidelines for the area and the keeping the heritage characler of the London Princess
node and strongly encourage selecting a colour from the Vancouver “True Colours’
palette, and be consistent to the colours used on the properties lo the west.

- CARRIED
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Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond

Proposed Residential Develompent at 6433 Dyke Road

Proposed Sctbacks and Habitat Enhancement

December 05, 2012 Page 2 of 3

omamental vegetation and manicured lawns. A pedestrian pathway has been constructed along
the top-of-bank on adjacent properties.

Proposed Works, Setbacks and Riparian Enhancements
Please refer to the Landscape Plan, included as Attachment C.

The Proponent proposes to construct a residential duplex on the Property. The Property occurs
within an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) associated with the drainage along the south
extent. As per the City of Richmond (City)’s Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR) Response
Strategy, a 15 metre (m) Environmental Management Area (EMA) would be applied to this
drainage. Instead, Envirowest proposes to utilize the detailed assessment methodology of the
provincial RAR associated with a fish-bearing channelized stream, which applies a 10 m setback.
A variance to the 10 m setback by approximately 2 m would be required. Habitat enbancements
are proposed to offset the setback variance. Enhancements would comprise clearing of invasive
blackberry and scotch broom and planting native shrubs within the proposed setback. As
depicted in the planting plan, additional plantings east of the proposed building would further
offset the 2 m variance to the proposed setback. Shrub species were selected in accordance with
the provisions of the City’s *“Criteria for the Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas”
design manual. The planted riparian assemblage would contribute nutrient inputs and
temperature regulation to downstream reaches of the watercourse.

Additional measures to protect the EMA throughout the works would be followed. These
include following Best Management Practices' for works adjacent to the watercourse.

e Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection, 2004, Standards and Best Practices for Insteeam Works.
Produced by Biodiversity Branch of the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection. Victoria, BC. 168p.
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Mr. Andrew Appleton, City of Richmond

Proposed Residential Develompent at 6433 Dyke Road

Proposed Setbacks and Habitat Enhavncement

Becember 05, 2012 Page 3 of 3

The proposed duplex at 6433 Dyke Road would occur within an Environmentally Sensitive Area
associated with a channelized stream that delineates the south perimeter of the subject property.
Consequently, a 10 metre (m) setback from the high-water mark is proposed, as per the detailed
methodology of the provincial Riparian Areas Regulation. A 2 m variance to the 10 m setback is
requested. To offset the 2 m setback loss, riparian habitat enhancements are proposed,
comprising planting native shrubs, to contribute nutrients and temperature regulation to
downstream fish habitat.

Please contact me at (604) 451-0505 or at gibson@envirowest.ca should you have comments or
questions regarding this correspondence.

Sincerely,
ENVIROWEST CONSULTANTS INC.

Christie Gibson, B.I.T.
Project Biologist

CWG
Attachments:
Al Aerial Representation

B. Site Photographs
C. Envirowest Drawing No. 1750-01-01 “Landscape Plan” (December 04, 2012)

Copy:. Johnny Leung

PLN - 232



ATTACHMENT A
Acrial Representation
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ATTACHMENT B
Site Photfographs
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ATTACHMENT C
Envirowest Drawing No. 1750-01-01 “Landscape Plan” (December 04, 2012)
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envirowest consultants inc.

Suite 101 - 1815 Broadway Street
Port Coauitiam, British Columnia
Canads V3C 6M2

604-944-0502

June 19,2013

Mr. Johnny Leung

Johnny W.W. Leung Architect
8879 Selkirk Street,
Vancouver, B.C., V6P 416

Dear Sir,

RE: 6433 DYKE ROAD, RICHMOND
COST ESTIMATE ~ BABITAT AREA

We have estimated costs associated with the landscaping of the Habitat Protection Area. Reference is
made to Envirowest Drawings 1750-01-01 Revision 01“Landscape Plan” (June 5, 2013). Ttems are
summarized below not including taxes.

ftem Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost
Trees and Shrubs — No. 2 158 $9.00 $1,422.00
Labour - No. 2 158 $5.00 $790.00
Misc. (soil, seeding) LS $1,300.00 $1,300.00
Gravel Pathway L/S $3,000.00 $3,000.00
Maintenance 2 $1,000.00 $£2,000.00
Monitoring 2 $500.00 $1,000.00
Sub Total $9,512.00
Pathway including Pavers would require an additional $800.00

Total $10,312.060

1 trust this information meets your needs. Please call me at 604-944-0502 should you have any questions.

Pete Willows
Environmental Technician

PIW
copy lan Whyte Envirowest Consultants Inc.
Christie Gibson Envirowest Consultants Inc.
PLN - 241
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ATTACHMENT ¢

Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

Address: 6433 Dvke Road File No.: RZ 13 - 631467

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9028 , the developer is required to complete the
following:

1.
2.

Dedication of 27.18 m” for road along the north-east frontage.

Registration of a 0.6 m wide statutory right-of-way for public access / boulevard along the east property line. The City
of Richmond will assume maintenance and liability for the right-of-way area.

Submission of a Habitat Restoration Plan / Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landseape Architect, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Secunity based on 100% of the cost
estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should reflect the
recommendations of the December 35, 2012 report as prepared by Envirowest Consulting, and match the
recommended planting plans in the report.

Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) for
supervision of any on-site works conducted within the riparian setback / protection zone. The Contract should include
the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision
for the QEP to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

Submission of a Landscaping Survival Secunty to the City in the amount of $10,312 for the gravel walkway and the
planting 1o be done within the riparian area. The security shall be retained for two years. The City of Richmond
Parks Department will assume maintenance and liability for the gravel walkway area.

Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

Discharge of Restrictive Covenant BP005925, which specifies a minimum habitable elevation of 2.6 m GSC for flood
protection purposes.

Registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation of 2.9 m GSC.

Registration of a 6.0 m wide statutory right-of-way for dike access along the south property line.

. The City’s acceptance of the applicant’s voluntary contribution of $1.00 per buildable square foot of the proposed

two-unit developments (i.e. $3,745) to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

. Submission of building permit-ready set of house plans, in accordance with the drawings aftached as Attachient 4 to

the Report to Committee dated June 21, 2013,

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

i,

[N

La L

5.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Development Permit processes.

Provide Service Connection Designs for the proposed water, storm & sanitary connections.

Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. [f consiruction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated

fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

A work order will be required for any improvemem_vf\irllirzthf?dedicated road area for Princess Lane.

1549204



Noie:

%

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner bt also a3 covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

Alliagreements to be régistered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such Hens, charpes and encurnbrances as is
congidered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title'Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior ¢ enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security 1o the City including indemniries, warranties, equitable/frent chargés, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be ina
form and content satisfactory 1o the Dircctor of Development.

Additional lega! agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permiit(s) to the satisfaction of the Dircctor of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

Signed Date

PLN - 243
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%~ City of
= Richmond Bylaw 9028

Sl y ,ag
(Pava

At C

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9028 (RZ 13 - 631467)
6433 Dyke Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open mecting assembled, enacts as follows:
I. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by;
i, Inserting the following after Section 16.3:

16.4 Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) — London Landing (Steveston)
16.4.1 Purpose
The zone provides for a heritage-style two-unit dwelling.

16.4.2 Permitted Uses
o housing, two-unit

16.4.3 Secondary Uses
s boarding and lodging
¢ home business

16.4.4 Permitted Density
. The maxbnwn density is one fwo-unit housing unit.

2. The maximum floor area ratio is 0.70, together with 0.1 floor area ratio which
must be used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are open
on one or more sides.

16.4.5 Permitted Lot Coverage
1. The maximum lot coverage is 50% for buildings.

2. No more than 80% of a lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and non-
porous surfaces.

3. 20% of the lot area is restricted to landscaping with live plant matenal.
16.4.6 Yards & Setbacks

1: The minimum front yard is 6.5 m, except that entry stairs my project into the front
yard for a distance of no more than 1.5 m.

B

The minimum west side yard is 3.0 ro.

Ll

The minimum east side yard is 2.2 m, except that entry stairs may project into the
east side yard by no more than 1.0 m.

1841661 PLN - 244



Bylaw 9028 Page 2

16.4.7

16.4.8

16.4.9

16.4.19

16.4.11

3341061

4. The minimum north-east side yard is 1.5 m.

5. The minpimum rear yard is 6.0 m.

6. Porches, balconies, bay windows, and cantilevered roofs forming part of the
principal building may project into the exterior side yard and side yard for a
distance of not more than 0.6 m.

Permitted Heights

1. The maximum height for principal buildings is 12.5 m, but containing not more
than 2 habitable storcys.

2. The maximum height for accessory structures is 4.0 m.
Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size

). The minimum lot arca js 500.0 m”.

2. There are no minimum froutage, lot width or lot depth requirecments,
Laundscaping & Screening

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided according to the provisions of
Section 6.0.

Og-site Parking & Loading

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided according to the
standards set out in Section 7.0.

Other Regulations

1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations in
Section 4.0 and the Specific Use Regulations in Section 5.0 apply.”

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning
designation of the following area and by designating it HERITAGE TWOQO-UNIT
DWELLING (ZD4) — LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON).

P.ID. 024-669-750
Lot 4 Section 18 Block 3 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
LMP44643
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Bylaw 9028

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Ricbhmond Zoning Bylaw 8300, Amendment Bylaw

9028”,

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON
SECOND READING

THIRD READING

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED
ADOPTED

MAYOR

124106}

PLN - 246
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Report to Committee
Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date: July 4, 2013

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 11-566630
Director of Development

Re: Application by Dava Developments Ltd. for Rezoning at 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831,
2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 and 2991 No. 3 Road from Light industrial (IL) to
Auto-Criented Commercial (CA)

Staff Recommendation

1. That Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9041, to facilitate
the construction of commercial uses on the subject site, by:

a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in Attachment 1 (City of
Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) 1o redesignate the block bounded by River Road,
No. 3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, from "Park” to
"Commercial"; and

b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use designation in the
Generalized Land Use Map (203 1), Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031),
and reference maps throughout the Plan to redesignate the block bounded by River Road,
No. 3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, ncluding the subject site, from "Park” to
"Urban Centre TS (45 m)"; to introduce the extension of minor Douglas Street from
No. 3 Road to River Road; and to amend the area designated for park purposes within the
Bridgeporl Village area; together with related minor map and text amendments;

be introduced and given first reading.

2. That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in conjunction with:

e the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program,
o the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liguid Waste Management
Plans;

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

3. That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in accordance with OQCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation.
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July 4, 2013 ;

[
5

RZ 11-566630

4. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, which makes minor
amendments to the " CA" zone specific to 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2031, 2951,
2971 and 2991 No. 3 Road and rezones that property from “Light Industrial (IL)" to "Auto-
Oriented Coramercial (CA)", be introduced and given first reading.

5. That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8479, be
abandoned.

mé

Wayng/Craig
Director of Pevelopment

SB:kt
Att.

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Policy Planning B/ :
Parks Services 13/ %/ W

Law m A /

I
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July 4, 2013 -3 RZ 11-566630

Staff Report
Origin
Dava Developments Lid. has applied to the City of Richmond to rezone 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831,
2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971and 2991 No. 3 Road in the City Centre’s Bridgeport Village from
Light Industrial (IL) to Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA) to permit the construction of a low rise
low density commercial development (Attachments 1 & 2). More specifically, the proposed
rezoning provides for the subdivision of the subject site into two (2) lots separated by a new

public street (Douglas Street) and the construction of two comrercial two-storey buildings
totalling approximately 2,360 m? (25,400 fi%).

The application includes amendments to the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) and City
Centre Area Plan (CCAP) to amend the land use designation of the entire block bounded by
Bridgeport Road to the south, No. 3 Road to the east, River Road to the north, and a rear lane to
the west and to amend the area designated for park purposes within the Bridgeport Village area.
The block includes the subject site and the neighbouring site to the north at 2651 No. 3 Road
(Attachment 3).

The application also includes a recommendation to abandon Richmond Official Community Plan
Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8479, to relocate the CCAP park designation from the entire
block noted above, eastward to Smith Street. The Bylaw received first reading on April 14,
2009, but failed to receive support at the Public Hearing on June 21, 2010, and is rendered
obsolete as a result of the subject rezoning application and associated OCP amendments.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 4).

Surrounding Development

The subject site is situated in the Bridgeport Village — a transitional City Centre area designated
for medium-density, mid and high-rise, business, entertainment, hospitality, arts, fransportation
hub uses. The Bridgeport Village also includes a pedestrian-oriented retail high street along No.
3 Road and an industrial reserve east of Great Canadian Way. The subject shallow site is vacant,
but contains a significant London Plane tree and the Canada Line overhead guide way,
supporting columns and associated substation. Development in the vicinity of the subject site
includes;:

To the North: a strata-titled one-storey light industrial building zoned Light Industrial (IL).
Further north, across River Road, is the casino parking structure.

To the East: acfoss No. 3 Road, is a mix of low rise industrial uses zoned Light Industrial (IL).

To the South: across Bridgeport Road, a rezoning application is under review (RZ 13-628557)
for a mid-nse mixed-use development at 8320, 8340, 8440 Bridgeport Road and 8311,
835) Sea Island Way.
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July 4, 2013 -4- RZ 11-566630

To the West: across the rear lane, is a mix of low rise industrial uses zoned Light Industrial (IL).
Further west, across River Road, a rezoning application is under review (RZ 12-598104) for a
multi-phase mixed-use development of up to 4 million square feet of floor space on the land and
foreshore at Duck lsland (River Road); 8351 River Road and 8411, 8431, 8451 West Road.

Related Policies & Studies

Developrent of the subject site is affected by the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) and related
policies (e.g. Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development). An overview of these policies is provided
in the “Analysis’™ section of this report.

Consultation & Public Input

a) Ministry of Transporiation & Infrastructure (MOT]I): Consultation with MOTI is required
due to the proximity of Bridgeport Road, a roadway under Provincial jurisdiction. MOTI
staff have reviewed the proposal on a preliminary basis and final MOTI approval is required
prior to rezoning adoption.

b) Ministry of Environment (MOE): The Ministry of Environment (MOE) has issued
instruraents indicating that the subject site is not contaminated in that standards for
commercial land use have been met.

¢) South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink): The applicant has
entered into a formal review process with Translink regarding the development proposal and
associated Servicing Agreement for public road and nfrastructure works. Translink staff
have advised that formal comments will be provided to the City when the review is complete.
Final confirmation that Translink does not have concerns associated with the development
proposal is required prior to rezoning adoption.

d) School District: This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond)
because it does not include any residential uses. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the
School District, residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children
do not need to be referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family
housing units). This application does not include any dwelling units as new residential uses
are prohibited in this CCAP high aircraft noise area.

¢) Neighbours: The applicant has consulted with its neighbours along No. 3 Road and across the
rear lane, regarding the subject development and the proposal to block the lane connection to
Bridgeport Road. No concerns have been received.

f) General Public: Signage is posted on-site to notify the public of the subject application. At
the time of writing this report, no correspondence regarding the subject application had been
received. The statutory Public Hearing will provide local property owners and other
interested parties with additional opportunity to comment.
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July 4, 2013 -5- RZ 11-566630

Staff Comments

Based on staff’s review of the subject application, including the developer’s preliminaty
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), staff are supportive of the subject rezoning, provided that
the developer fully satisfies the Rezoning Considerations (Attachment 5).

Analysis

Dava Developments Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond 1o rezone the subject 6,246.6 m”
(1.54 ac) shallow site fronting onto No. 3 Road that was part of the Canada Line {and assembly,
and sold for private development after the Canada Line construction was completed. The
Canada Line alignment is located along the rear of the property and crosses over the northermn
portion of the property and then over No. 3 Road. The Light Industrial (IL) zoned land is vacant
save for the Canada Line overhead guideway, supporting columns and associated substation.
The purpose of the OCP amendments and rezoning is to permit the subdivision of the subject site
into two (2) lots separated by a new public street (Douglas Street) and the construction of two (2)
commercial two-storey buildings totalling approximately 2,360 m” (25,400 ft®) (Attachment 6).
The subject development is notable for the challenges of developing in such close proximity to
the Canada Line and is a gateway to the development lands west of No. 3 Road along the river.

The CCAP designates the Bridgeport Village for medium-density, mid- and high-rise, business,
entertainment, hospitality, arts, transportation hub uses along with ap industrial reserve east of
Great Canadian Way and pedestrian-oriented retail high street along No. 3 Road.

The CCAP designates the entire block bounded by Bridgeport Road to the south, No. 3 Road to
the east, River Road to the north, and a rear lane to the west, as a Neighbourhood Park (Future to
2031). The park designation applies to the subject site and the neighbouring site to the north at
2651 No. 3 Road.

In 2009, staff recommended relocating the park designation from No. 3 Road eastward to Smith
Street. The associated Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw
8479, Received First Reading on April 14, 2009, but failed to receive support at the Public
Hearing on June 21, 2010. In response to the 2009 proposal, at the Public Hearing on June 21,
2010 Council indicated that:

¢ The proposed park location on Smith Street would place unreasonable hardship on existing
small businesses.

* [t was premature to locate the park until development of the area had progressed to a point
where the City can better understand local park needs and, based on that, where park space
should be located.

Staff recommend that Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment
Bylaw 8479, be abandoned. The Bylaw failed to receive support at the Public Hearing on
June 21, 2010, and is rendered obsolete as a result of the subject rezoning application.

PLN - 251
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July 4, 2013 -6- RZ 11-566630

Based on Couacil’s comments, staff recommend that the existing park designation along the west
side of No. 3 Road be replaced with an "orange diamond" to indicate “Neighbourhood Park
(Future to 2013) — Configuration & Location to be Determined”. An "orange diamond" would
be added to the Bridgeport Village map in the vicimty of No. 3 Road. The configuration,
Jocation and timing of the park will depend on the level of local development activity and related
park demand.

The current "Park” designation along the west side of No. 3 Road will be removed and the
affected Jots will be designated as per the existing designation of adjacent lands to the north,
south, east and west:

e To “Commercial” in the City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map.
e To "Urban Centre TS5 (45 m)" (2 FAR) and "Village Centre Bonus" (1 FAR) in the CCAP.

The CCAP is also proposed to be amended to extend a portion of Douglas Street as a minor
street through the site, particularly from No. 3 Road to River Road. This road will be
instrumental in servicing the future development potential of the waterfront lands to the west.

Staff’s review of the proposed development shows it to be consistent with City policies and
supportive CCAP objectives for the Bridgeport Village, as indicated below:

a) Sustainable Development:

o District Energy Utility (DEU): The small low density site is not required to be “DEU-
ready™ as the estimated heating demand (primary demand would be cooling) would be
too low to make it economical at this time.

o Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED). The CCAP requires that all
rezoning applications greater than 2,000 m? in size demonstrate compliance with LEED
Sulver (equivalency) or better, paying particular attention to features significant to
Richmond (e.g., green roofs, urban agriculture, DEU, storm water management/quality).
The developer has agreed 1o comply with this policy and will demonstrate this at
Development Permit stage.

e Tree Protection: Richmond’s Tree Protection Bylaw is intended to sustain a viable urban
forest by protecting trees with a minimum diameter of 20 cm dbh (i.e. 1.4 m above grade)
from being unnecessarily removed and setting replanting requirements. The developer’s
proposal satisfies the City policy, as they have agreed to save the only existing tree on the
site, the significant London Plane at the intersection of No. 3 Road and Brdgeport Road.
The tree is large (approximately 1.2 m dbh), in excellent health and a highly visible
location. Confirmation of a contract with a registered Arborist for the protection of the
tree is a requirement of rezoning. The Arborist needs to be involved in any planned work
within the trees’ dripline.
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Flood Management Strategy: In accordance with the City’s Flood Plain Designation and
Protection Bylaw 8204, the commercial development will have a minimum elevation of
0.3 m above the crown of the fronting strect to maintain accessibiity and commercial
vibrancy along this shallow site. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant is a
requirement of rezoning.

Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development (ANSD): The subject site is situated within ANSD
“Area la”, which prohibits new ANSD uses (e.g. residential, child care), and requires that
a restricrive covenant be registered on title, including information to address aircraft
noise mitigation and public awareness. The proposed development complies with the
policy. Registration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant is a requirement of rezoning.

b) Public Art: The developer has agreed to participate jn the City’s Public Art Program. A
voluntary contribution of approximately $12,156, based on $0.41 per buildable square foot,
to the City’s Public Art fund as a condition of rezoning.

¢) Infrastructure Improvements: The City requires the coordinated design and construction of

private development and City infrastructure with the aim of implementing cost-effective
solutions to serving the needs of Riclunond’s rapidly growing City Centre. In light of this,
staff recommend and the developer has agreed to the following:

Road Network Improvements: the developer shall be responsible for road dedications
and statutory right-of-ways (e.g., new Douglas Road, No. 3 Road widening, functional
rear lane); the design and construction of: new Douglas Road, a functional rear lane,
extension of bike routes and pedestnian walkways, pre-ducting for a signal at No. 3 Road
and Douglas Street; and traffic signal improvements for an added advanced southbound
left turn signal phase at No. 3 Road and Sea Island Way.

Engineering Improvements: The developer shall be responsible for the design and
construction of required storm sewer upgrade, pre-ducting for private utilities, servicing
of road works, coordination of works with MOTI, Kinder Morgan and Translink, and
related improvements, as determined to the satisfaction of the City.

The developer is required to enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and
construction of the required road network and engineering works prior to rezoning
adoption. Opportunities for Development Cost Charge (DCC) credits will be reviewed
as part of the SA.

d) Torm of Development: The developer proposes to construct a two-storey, low density,

commercial development, including ground level retail on a prominent site located in the
Bridgeport Village. The site will be subdivided by the new Douglas Street. The site includes
significant Canada Line infrastructure, including a substation, and guideway with supporting
columns running along the west edge of the site and crossing over the north edge of the site.
The developer’s proposed form of development generally conforms to the CCAP and its
Development Permit (DP) guidelines although at a sigoificantly lower density to address the
constraints and opportunities of its site.

3898754
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f)

Development Permit (DP) approval to the satisfaction of the Director of Development for the
proposal is required prior to rezoning adoption. At DP stage, among other things, the
following will be addressed:

¢ Detailed architectural, landscaping and open space design.

e Explore opportunities to create vibrant retail sireetscape that contribute to the animation,
pedestrian-amenity, and commercial success of the development and its surroundings.

e Refine decorative rooftop concept, taking into consideration how the low two-storey
rooftop will be viewed from Canada Line trains and future potential surrounding taller
development,

¢ Demonstration of LEED Silver (equivalency) or better.

e Jdentified minimum 6.7 m internal drive aisle width triggers a variance that 1s supported
by Transportation based on the modest size of the development and associated amount of
traffic generated.

& Vehicle and bicycle parking; truck loading; garbage, recycling and food scraps storage
and collection; and pnivate utility servicing.

Zoning Bylaw Amendment: The CCAP identifies new roads that arc to be secured as
voluntary developer contributions via Richmond’s development approval processes. In cases
where such roads are not eligible for financial compcusation via the Development Cost
Charge (DCC) program, such as in the case for the subject application, the CCAP permits
those roads to be dedicated without any reduction to the developer’s buildable floor area. In
order to implement this CCAP policy in respect to the new portion of Douglas Street west of
No. 3 Road, as part of the subject rezoning, minot amendments are proposed to the CA zone
specific to the subject site to allow for a higher depsity after road dedication.

Community Planning: As per CCAP policy, the developer proposes to voluntarily contribute
approximately $7.412, based on $0.25 per buildable square foot, to the City’s community
planning reserve fund.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

None.
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Attachment 1
Location Map
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&2 City of
. y Development Application Data Sheet
2N R‘Chmond Development Applications Division

RZ 11-566630 Attachment 4

Address: 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2831, 2851, 2971 and 2991 No. 3 Road

Applicant; Dava Developments Lid.

Planning Area(s). Bridgeport Village (City Centre)

Existing Proposed
. 675248 B.C. Lid.,
Owner: Inc. No. BC0675249 Same
, North Parcel: 2,555.6 m:
Site Size (m"): z South Parcel; 2,89535m
6,246.6 m Road Dedication: 737.6 m”
Land Uses: Vacant Commercial
OCP Designation: Park Commarcial
Area Plan Designation: Park Urban Cenire 75 (45m)
Zoning: Light Industrial (iL) Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA)
"y . Two (2) two-storey multi-unit
Number of Units: Ni commercial bulldings
| Bylaw Requirement | Proposed | Variance
North Parcel; 0.37 FAR None
Fioor Area Ratio: Max. 0.5 FAR South Parcel: 0.54 FAR ermilted
Total Net: 0.46 FAR P
. North Parcel: 20%
_ . )
Lot Coverage ~ Building: Max. 50% South Parcel 309, None
Setbacks: No. 3 Road Im
Bridgeport Road 10m
Douglas Street Min. 3.0m 3m None
Rear Lane 18 m
North Rear Yard 22 m
DL 45 m for Hotels
Height: 19 m 12 m None
Cff-street Parking Spaces: 84 84 None
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Attachment 5

City of . o
; Rezoning Considerations
Richmond Development Applications Division

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

Address: 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 File No.: RZ 11-566630

and 2991 No. 3 Road

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1.
2.
3.

10.

1

12.

Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 9041.
Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval.

Confirmation that there are no South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink) concerns
regarding the proposed development and Servicing Agreement.

Consolidation of all the lots into two development parcels.
Road dedication:
a) Douglas Street — 20 m wide road dedication required along the entire south property line of 2811 No. 3 Road
b) Coruer cuts required:
(1) 4m x 4m corner cuts at the northwest and southwest corners of No. 3 Road and future Douglas Street.
(2) 3m x 3 comer cuts at the northeast and southeast comers of future Douglas Street and the rear lape.

(3) 4m x 4m corner cut required at the No. 3 Road and Bridgeport Road intersection, measured from the new
PROP line as identified in 6(a) below.

The granting of statutory PROP rights-of-way, City maintenance and liability:
a) No. 3 Road — 3 m wide PROP required along entire the No. 3 Road frontage for a new 3 m wide sidewalk.

b) Rear Lane — Provide the necessary PROP within the development site to upgrade to a functional lane (e.g.
approximately 6m where feasible).

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

Registration of an aircraft noise indemuity covenant on fitle.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $45,53 1 for sanitary sewer upgrades and $14,550 for

pump station upgrades (2253-10-000-14912-0000), resulting from the impact of the increase in density from the

City’s 2041 OCP related to the site, on the sanitary system’s capacity for future developments within the catchment.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.41 per buildable square foot (e.g. $12,156) to the
City’s public art reserve fund (7750-80-000-00000-0000).

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.25 per buildable square foot (e.g. $7,412) to the
City’s comrunity planning reserve fund.

Submission of a Contract entered into betweeun the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should jaclude the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees fo be retained as part of the development prior to

any construction aclivities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a leve] deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of road network improvements, engineering

infrasiructure improvements, including, but not be limited to:
a) The protection and retention of the existing London Plane tree.

b) No. 3 Road froantage improvements — Upgrade with new 3 m wide sidewalk at its ultimate location in the new 3 m
wide PROP, Jandscaped boulevard behind the existing curb, and pre-ducting for private utilities.

PLN - 260
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¢) Bridgeport Road frontage improvements — Upgraded with new 2.5 m wide sidewalk at the existing property line,
and landscaped boulevard between sidewalk and existing curb.

d} Douglas Street — New road with 20 m wide road cross-section, between No. 3 Road and the north-south lane,
flanked with 2.5 m wide sidewalks, 1.35 m landscaped boulevards, and complete with signal pre-ducting at
No. 3 Road and Douglas Street.

e) Rear Lane - Upgrade to a functional lace {¢.g. approximately 6 m where feasible with appropriate drainage and
lighting), with traffic barrier to close the existing connection to Bridgeport Road in close proximity to No. 3 Road.

f) Signal Upgrade - Added advanced southbound left turn signal phase at No.3 Road and Sea [sland Way.
2) Storm Sewer Upgrades:

(1) Upgrade existing storm sewer along the No 3 Road frontage from 675 mm to 750 mm diameter (between
manholes STMH9200 & STM92]2).

(2) Upgrade existing storm sewer along the Bridgeport Road frontage from 200 mm diameter (between manholes
STMH9184 & STM9179). [f servicing road drainage only, upgrade to 450 mm diameter. Jf secvicing
properties, upgrade to the greater of 600 mm diameter or OCP size.

hy Capacity analysis calculations and detail design.

U The developer is responsible for contacting the following for any permits, requirements and approvals:
(1) MOTI, for works on Bridgeport Road within their jurisdiction.
(2) Kinder Morgan, for works in close proximity (less than 100 m) to the jet fuel line.
(3) TransLink, for works in close proximity to the Canada Line guideway.

(4) Private utility companies, for rights-of-ways required on the development sife for their equipment (.. vistas,
kiosks, transformers, etc.). The developer is required to contact the private utility companies to leamn of their
requirements and incorporate the equipment into their onsite design.

Prior to Building Permit* Issuance, the developer must complcte the following requirements:

1. Incorporation of sustainability measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Development Permit processes.

2. Submission of fire flow caleulations signed and sealed by a professional engineer based on the Fire Underwriter
Survey to confirm that there is adequate available water flow.

3. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division, including:
parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and construction traffic controls as
per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by MOTI) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 0]570.

4. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If required to temporarily occupy a public street, the air
space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated fees may be required.

Note:

*

&

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are 1o be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

Al agrecments to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such Hens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered w the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactiment of the bylaw.

The preceding agreeroents shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. Al agreements shallbe in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s} and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
nvestigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-wateriug, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in setilement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure. PLN - 261
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City of

saba Richmond Bylaw 9041

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9041 (11-566630)
2651, 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971
and 2991 No. 3 Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, epacts as follows:

1

3903665

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by repealing the existing land
use designation in Aftachment 1 (City of Richmood 2041 OCP Land Use Map) to
Schedule 1 thereof of the following area and by designating it “Commercial”.

P.1D. 001-826-182

Strata Lot | Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.ID. 001-826-191

Strata Lot 2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westmingter District Strata Plan
NWI1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.LD. 001-826-204

Strata Lot 3 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NWI1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.1D. 001-826-212

Strata Lot 4 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NWI1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.ID. 001-826-221

Strata Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NWI1539 together with an interest in the common property in proporiion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.1.D. 001-826-239

Strata Lot 6 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NWI539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.1.D. 003-811-301

Lot “C Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster Distxict Plan
1555

P.ID. 003-894-126

Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
1555
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Bylaw 9041 Page 2

P.ID. 018-192-181

Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westmuinster District Plan LMP9768
P.1.D. 003-736-415

Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
1555

P.1.D. 003-491-552

Lot “A” Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
19077

P.1.D. 024-019-984

Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP36622
P.I.D. 004-209-028

Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728
P.LD. 003-748-499

Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 1555

P.L.D. 003-748-421

Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Wesiminster District
Plan 1555

P.1.D. 003-748-391

Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range
6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555

2. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Arca Plan)
is amended by:

a) Repealing the existing land use designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (203 1)
thereof the following area, and by designating it “Urban Centre TS5”.

P.LD. 001-826-182

Strata Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.ID. 001-826-191

Strata Lot 2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.ID. 001-826-204

Strata Lot 3 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westinster District Strata
Plan NW 1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.ID. 001-826-212

Strata Lot 4 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW 1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1
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Bylaw 9041 Page 3

b)

P.I.D. 001-826-221

Strata Lot 5 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.I.D. 001-826-239

Strata Lot 6 Section 2! Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW 1539 together with an interest in the conunon property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.LD. 0603-811-301

Lot “C” Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 1555

P.1.D. 003-894-126

Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 1555

P.LD. 018-192-181

Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
LMP9768

P.LD. 003-736-415

Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
1555

P.LD. 003-491-552

Lot “A” Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 19077

P.LD. 024-019-984

Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
LMP36622

P.1.D. 004-209-028

Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westrninster District Plan 56728
P.1.D. 003-748-499

Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 1555

P.1.D. 003-748-421

Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 1555

P.LD. 003-748-391

Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555

In the Generalized Land Use Map (2031) thereof, designating along the south property

line of 2811 No. 3 Road, through 8500 River Road, and along common property lines of
8431 and 8451 West Road, and 8480 and 8500 River Road “Proposed Streets”.
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Bylaw 9041 Page 4

c) Repealing the existing land use designation in the Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport
Village (2031) thereof the following area, and by designating it “Urban Centre T5
(45 m)”.

P.I.D. 001-826-182

Strata Lot | Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.I.D. 001-826-151

Strata Lot 2 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.LD. 001-826-204

Strata Lot 3 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form )

P.1.D. 001-826-212

Strata Lot 4 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1|

P.ID. 001-826-221

Strata Lot § Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Wesiminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an inlerest in the cormon property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1

P.ILD. 00)-826-239

Strata Lot 6 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW1539 together with an interest in the comunon property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form |

P.LD. 003-811-301

Lot “C” Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 1555

P.LD. 003-894-126

Lot 15 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 1555

P.ID. 018-192-181

Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
LMP9768

P.I.D. 003-736-415

Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block S North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
1555

P.ILD. 003-491-552

Lot “A” Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 19077

P.LD. 024-019-984

Lot | Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
LMP36622
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A City of
2 Richmond Bylaw 9042

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9042 (11-566630)
2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971
and 2991 No. 3 Road

The Counicil of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
L Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by:
1.1. Inserting Section 10.3.4.4 as follows:

“4, Notwithstanding Sections 10.3.4.1 and 10.3.4.2, the maximum floor area ratio for
the net site area of the site located within the City Centre shown on Figure 1

below shall be 0.5, provided that the owner dedicates not less than 700 m’ of the
site as road.

Figure 1

B

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it AUTO-ORIENTED COMMERCIAL (CA).

P.1.D. 003-811-301

Lot “C” Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
1555
P.LD. 003-894-126

Lot 15 Block 75 Section 2] Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
1558
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P.ID.018-192-181

Lot E Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP9768
P.I.D. 003-736-415

Lot 8 Block 75 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westrninster District Plan
1555

P.1.D. 003-491-552

Lot “A” Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
19077

P.I.D. 024-019-984

Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP36622
P.LD. 004-209-028

Lot 220 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56728
P.ID. 003-748-499

Lot 3 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 1555

P1D, 003-748-421 |

Lot 2 Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westmimnster District
Plan 1555

P.ID. 003-748-391

Lot 1 Except: Part on Bylaw Plan 57721, Block 75 Sections 21 and 22 Block 5 North Range
6 West New Westminster District Plan 1555

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042”.

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED

"

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Direztor
or Solichor

-

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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City of Report to Committee

. Fast Track Application
¥ Richmond Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date: July 3, 2013

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 13-634617
Director of Development

Re: Application by Rocky Sethi for Rezoning at 10591 No. 1 Road from Single
Detached (RS1E]) to Coach Houses (RCH1)

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, for the rezoning of
10591 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1E)” to “Coach Houses (RCHI)”, be intreduced
and given first reading.

7

Wayne/Craig
Director of 2

gpment

CL:kt
Att.
REPORT CONCURRENCE
RoUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Affordable Housing @/ /ﬂ ??W,//d
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July 3, 2013 -2- RZ 13-634617
Fast Track Application
Staff Report
item Details
Applicant Rocky Sethi
Location 10581 No. 1 Road - See Attachment 1
Development Data Sheet See Attachment 2
Existing — Single Detached (RS1/E)
Zoning
Proposed — Coach Houses (RCH1)
2041 OCP Neighbourhood Residential Complies @Y ON
Land Use Map Designation
Steveston Area Plan Single-Family Complies @Y ON
Land Use Map Designation
Other Designations The 2041 Arterial Road Policy identifies the | Complies &Y ON
subject site for redevelopment to Compact
Lots or Coach Houses, with rear lane
access
Affordable Housing The Affordable Housing Strategy requires a | Complies @Y ON

Strategy Response

secondary suite or coach house on 50% of
new lots, or a cash-in-lieu contribution of
$1.00/ft? of total building area toward the
City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for
single-family rezoning applications.

This proposal to permit a subdivision to
create two (2) lots, each with a principal
single detached dwelling and accessory
coach house above a detached garage,
conforms to the Affordable Housing
Strategy.

Flood Management

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is required prior

to rezoning approval.

Surrounding Development

North & South: Older-character single detached dwellings on a

large lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)"

East: Direclly across No. 1 Road are older character single
detached dwellings on medium-sized lots that are under Land Use

Contract 148.

West: Across the rear lane that parallels No. 1 Road, is a newer
single detached dwelling on a large lot zoned “Single Detached

{(RS1/E) that fronts Sorrel Drive”.

Rezoning Considerations

See Attachment 3

3503682
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July 3,2013 ~3- RZ 13-634617
Fast Track Application

Staff Comments

Background

This rezoning application is to enable the creation of two (2) compact lots (approximately 9 m
wide, and 337 m” in area), each with a principal single detached dwelling and accessory coach
house above a detached garage, with vehicle access from the existing rear lane. Potential exists
for other lots on the west side of this block of No. 1 Road to redevelop in the same manner.

This is the first rezoning application under the new “Coach Houses (RCH1)” sub~zone to be
brought before Council for consideration. City Council amended the “Coach Houses (RCH)”
zone in March of 2013 to address concerns associated with the design of coach houses that were
being constructed oo the rear of lots fronting arterial roads. Improvements introduced with the
RCH] sub-zone included:

e A reduction in the maximum coach house building height, to control the bulk mass.

e An tncrease to the nunimum lot depth and area requirements, to enable better site
planning and design.

e An increase in the building separation space between the coach house building and the
principal single detached dwelling.

e New provisions regulating a 1% storey sloping roof and requiring stairs {o be enclosed

within the coach house building, to iraprove the aesthetics of the coach house and to
reduce the bulky design.

e New provisions associated with required parking, private outdoor space, landscaping, and
screeming.

At the same time that the RCH1 sub-zone was introduced, a new procedure was introduced as
part of the rezoning application review process to enable staff and Council to have an idea of the
proposed exterior design of a coach house at the rezoning stage, and to discourage speculative
rezoning applications. The new procedure requires the applicant to:

e  Submit building permit-like drawings to Planning Coramittee to ensure that Council is
satisfied with the proposed exterior design of the coach house building.

e Apply for and have a building permit ready for issuance for the coach house building
prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

The review process for this rezoning application at 10591 No. 1 Road has followed the new
procedure and the applicant submitted building permit-like drawings for the coach house
building. Staff conducted a review of the coach house drawings for consistency with the new
RCH1 sub-zone and, while not required, staff also reviewed the drawings for consistency with
the new Development Permit guidelines for coach houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood.

The proposed plans respond to the new zone, the coach house guidelines, and the design
concerns expressed by Council through:

o A reduction in the coach house building height;
e The enclosure of entry stairs to the coach house;
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July 3, 2013 -4- RZ 13-634617
Fast Track Application

e The provision of a private outdoor space on-site in the rear yard between the coach house
and the principal dwelling that exceeds the minimum zoning requirement;

e Improved building articulation;

s Differentiation of building materials to provide visual interest and to clearly define the 1™
and 2™ storeys of the coach house:

o Locating the balcony for the coach house facing the lane; and,
s Screening of the on-site garbage and recycling storage area;

The proposed drawings included in Attachment 4 have satisfactonly addressed the staff
comments ideutified as part of the rezoning application review process.

Prior to rezoning approval, the applicant must apply for and have a building permit ready for
issuance for the coach house building (proposed building permit plans must comply with zoning
and all otber relevant City regulations). The process exists to ensure coordination between
Building Approvals and Planning staff to ensure that building permit plans are consistent with
those viewed by Council at rezoning stage.

As mentioned in the Trees & Landscaping section (below), prior to rezoning approval the
applicant must provide a Landscape Plan prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect (along
with a Jandscaping security), to enhance the proposed future yards and to demonstrate
consistency with the new landscaping and screening provisions of the RCH1 zone.

Proposed RCH1 Zone Amendment

As part of this rezoning application, staff propose two minor amendments to the RCH1 zone to:

e include a provision for a Jane-facing balcony of a coach house to project 0.6 m into the
rear yard to enable facade articulation and visual interest; and

o clarify the intent of Section 8.3.7.8 of the zone, with respect to the maximum height to
the top of the roof of the 1* storey of a coach house facing the single detached housing
building.

Trees & Landscaping
A tree survey submitted by the applicant shows the location of:
s  Three (3) bylaw-sized trees on-site.

e One (1) bylaw-sized tree and two (2) undersized trees on the neighbouring site to the
south at 10611 No. | Road.

A Certified Arborist’s Report was submitted by the applicant, which identifies tree species,
assesses the condition of trees, and provides recommendations on tree retention and removal
relative to the proposed development. The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed
the Arborist’s Report, conducted a Visual Tree Assessment (VTA), and concurs with the Report
recommendations {o:

e To protect Trees # 2, 3, and 4 at 10611 No. 1 Road.
s Remove Trees # | and 5 due to poor form and structure.
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July 3,2013 -5- RZ 13-634617
Fast Track Application

* Remove Tree # 6 due to conflict with the coach house building envelope. Although the
tree is in good condition, it would require special measures to retain it and this is not
warranted due to its location within the coach house building envelope and the potential
impacts with retention.

The Tree Retention Plan is reflected in Attachment 5, and includes a list of tree species
proposed to be removed and retained.

Tree Protection Fencing must be installed on-site around the driplines of off-site Trees # 2, 3,
and 4 that encroach into the subject site. Tree Protection Fencing must be installed to City
standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Bulletin (TREE-03) prior to demolition of
the existing dwelling and must remain in place vntil construction and landscaping on the future
lots 1s completed.

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to submit a contract with a
certified Arborist 1o supervise any on-site works within the Tree Protection Zone of off-site
Trees # 2, 3, and 4 at 10611 No. 1 Road. The Contract must include the scope of work to be
conducted, the proposed number of monitoring inspections at specificd stages of construction,
and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction tmpact assessment report to the
City for review.

Based on the 2:1 replacement ratio goal in the OCP, a total of six (6) replacement trees are
required to be planted and maintained on the future lots (sizes are identified in Attachment 3).
To ensure that the replacement trees are planted on-site, and that the yards of the future lois are
enhanced, the applicant must submit a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape
Architect, along with a I.andscaping Security (based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by
the Landscape Architect, including installation costs). The Landscape Plan must be submitted
prior to rezoning adoption. A variety of suitable native and non-native replacement trees must be
incorporated into the required Landscape Plan for the site, ensuring a visaally rich urban
environment and diverse habitat for urban wildlife.

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access

There are no servicing concerns or requirements with rezoning.

Vehicle access 1o No. | Road is not permitted in accordance with Residential Lot (Vehicular)
Access Regulation — Bylaw 7222, Vehicle access to the lots at development stage will be from
the existing rear lane.

Subdivision
At Subdivision stage, the applicant is required to pay Development Cost Charges (City and

GVS & DD), Engineering Improvement Charge for future lane upgrading, School Site
Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs.
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City of
Richmond

Development Application Data Sheet

Fast Track Application

Development Applications Division

RZ 13-634617 Attachment 2

Address: 10591 No. 1 Road

Applicant: Rocky Sethi

Date Received: Agpril 15, 2013

fast Track Compliance: May 24, 2013

Existing Proposed

Owner

Rockinder J Sethi
Kanchangee! B Sethi

To be determined

identifies the subject site for
redevelopment o Compact Lots or
Coach Houses, with rear lape
access

Site Size (mz} 674 m* {7,255 ft2) Two (2) lols — each approx
337 m? (3,627 )

Land Uses One (1) single detached dwelling Two {2) residential lots, each with
a single detached dwelling and a
coach house above a detached
garage, with rear lane access.

2041 OCP Neighbourhood Residential No change

Land Use Map Designation

Steveston Area Plan Single-Family No change

Land Use Map Designation

Other Designations The 2041 Arterial Road Policy No change

Zoning Single Delached (REVE) Coach Houses (RCHT)
On Future . .
G hdiviaciion Bylaw Requirement ‘ Proposed * Variance

Floor Area Ralio Max. 0.6 Max. 0.6 none permitted

Lot Coverage — Building Max. 45% Max. 45% none

Lot Coverage ~ Building,

structures, and non-porous Max. 70% Max. 70% none

surfaces

Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 20% Min. 20% none

Setback — Front Yard (m) Min. 8.0 m Min. 6.0 m none
Principal dwetling -~ Min. 1.2 m Principal dwelling — Min, 1.2 m

Sethack ~ Side Yards (m) Coach house ~ 0.6 m forfols of | Goach house - 0.6 m for lots none
less than 10.0.m of less than 10.0 m
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On Future

i Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Subdivided Lots I y 9 P
Principal dwelling - Min. 6.0 m Principal dwelling - Min. 6.0 m
Setback ~ Rear Yard (m) Coach house — Min. 1.2 mand | Coach house ~ Min. 1.2 m and none
max. 10.0m max. 10.0m
Building Separation Space
between Principal Dwelling & Min.45m Min. 4.6 m
Coach House {m)
Principal dwelling — 2 ¥4 storeys | Principal dwelling ~2 4
p org.0m storeys or 9.0 m
Height (m) Coach house - 2 storeys or Coach house —~ 2 sloreys or none
6.0 m, whichever is less 6 0 m, whichever is less
. . Tw lots - h
Lot Size Min. 315 m? 0 (2) lots eac none
approx. 337 m
Lot Width Min. 9.0 m Two (2) lots — each none

approx. 9.14 m

Other:  Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees.
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ATTACHMENT 3

Clty Of Rezoning Considerations
Richmond Development Applications Division

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Address: 10591 No. 1 Road File No.: RZ 13-634617

Prior te final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 90453, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1. Submit a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape
Architect, tncluding installation costs. The Landscape Plan should:

» comply with the Compact Lot Development Requirements in the 2041 OCP Asterial Road Policy and should not
include hedges along the front property line;

¢ include a mix of suitable coniferous and deciduous native and non-native replacement trees, which ensure a
visually rich urban environment and diverse habitat for urban wildlife;

» include the dimensions of tree protection fencing in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Bulletin
(TREE-03); and

» joclude the six (6) required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes:

No. of Replacement Trees | Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tres Minimum Helght of Coniferous Tree
2 11 cm or Em
2 8 cm 4m
2 8 cm 3.5m

If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amouvnt of $500/tree
to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required.

2. Submit a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site works
conducted within the tree protection zone of Trees 4 2, 3, and 4 located on the neighbouring lot to the south at 10611
No. I Road. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site
monitoring inspections, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for
review.

3. Apply for and have a Building Permit ready for issuance {or the coach house building.

4. Register a flood indemnity covenant on title.

At Demolition stage* the developer must complete the following requirements:

o Install Tree Protection Fencing oun-site around the driplines of off-site Trees # 2, 3, and 4 that encroach into the
subject site. Tree Protection Fencing must be installed to City standard in accordance with the City’s Tree
Protection Bulletin (TREE-03) and must remain in place uatil construction and landscaping on the future lots is
completed.

At Subdivision stage*, the developer must complete the following requirements:

¢ Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), Engineering lmprovement Charge for future Jane
upgrading, School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs.
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At Building permit stage”*, the developer must complete the following requirements:

o Submit a Construction Parking and Traffic Managernent Plan to the Transportation Division. The Plan sbatl
include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

» Oblain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy g public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and
sssociated fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building
Approvals Division at 604-276-4285.

Note:
* This requires a separate application.

e Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements arc {0 be drawn not only as personal covenaats
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Direcior of Development. All agreemicnts 10 be rogistered in the 1.and Title Offfice shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully regisiered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw,

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letiers of
credir and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Dirsctor of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory 10 the Director of Development.

s Additional legalagreenients, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permii(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) 1o the sansfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited 1o, site
Hivestigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activifies that may result in setticment, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private wtility infrastructure.

[signed original on file]

Signed Date

3003682 PLN - 289 Page 2 of 2
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Trea Specles at 10611 No. 1 Road to be Retained
Tree # 4 — Japanese Maple (Acer palmatum sp.)

Tree # 2 - Fig (Ficus $p.)
Tree # 3 ~ Apple (Malus sp.)
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Tree Species Proposed to be Removed
Tree # 1 — Cypress (Chamaecyparis sp.)
Tree # 5 — Hemlock (Tsuga haterophyfia)

Tree # 6 — Cedar (Thuja occidentalis sp.)
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